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ABSTRACT 
 
 

LIBERAL INSTITUTIONALISM IN SOUTH SUDAN: EXPLAINING THE 
INABILITY TO BUILD LASTING PEACE AND AN EMPIRICAL STATE 

 
 

Patrick Wight                                                                                   Advisor: Dr. Ian Spears 
                                                                                 Advisory Committee: Dr. Adam Sneyd 
University of Guelph, 2021                                                                        Dr. Femi Kolapo 
 

 

 

Much of the literature on the history of liberal peace- and state-building in South Sudan 

focuses most directly on the actions of the international community as being responsible 

for the intractable conflict and issues of state fragility. Implicit in such arguments is the 

assumption that, if Western donors, states and organizations simply remained more 

committed to their liberal ideals or devised more effective strategies, the situation would 

be more stable and prosperous. The central argument here is that state formation is 

primarily an internal process that cannot be manufactured effectively by foreign actors. 

Civil war and the inability to implement the liberal model are primarily explained by 

structural factors, within South Sudan and the international states system, that are not 

amenable to external manipulation. These include: the incipient and informal nature of 

the state, the character of relevant rebel and militia groups, the presence of oil, the 

country’s interactions within anarchic global systems and the arbitrary make-up of 

African states. These conditions also inhibit indigenous actors from achieving lasting 

peace and consolidating state power. While this analysis scrutinizes the liberal paradigm, 

the argument is not that the model of political and economic liberalization is mainly 



responsible for the persistence of conflict and state fragility. Instead, although efforts to 

implement the liberal model have arguably been counterproductive at times, they have in 

fact been largely inconsequential to the outcomes in South Sudan. 
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1: Introduction 

This study addresses the related, and at times conflicting, concepts of liberal peace- and 

state-building as they have been applied in South Sudan. The termination of Cold War 

politics in the 1990s led to the emergence of a model of conflict resolution that Roland 

Paris refers to as “liberal internationalism” and Marina Ottaway calls the “democratic 

reconstruction model.”1 The main entry-point for this externally driven project of liberal 

institutionalism has been a series of negotiated peace settlements that seek to end civil 

wars and build states in the developing world. Politically, the goal is to bring the warring 

parties into a power-sharing arrangement that paves the way for democratic elections. 

Economically, this model seeks to build a market economy and to enhance democratic 

oversight. Security reforms aim to fuse rival forces into a unified national army, to 

reconstitute the security sector along democratic lines and to demilitarize society.  

     Western sponsors championed a liberal agenda in the Intergovernmental Authority on 

Development (IGAD)-led mediations that produced Sudan’s 2005 Comprehensive Peace 

Agreement (CPA), as well as the 2015 Agreement on the Resolution of Conflict in South 

Sudan (ARCSS) and 2018 revitalized ARCSS, or R-ARCSS. Despite these efforts, many 

scholars focus on how these peace processes were not liberal enough to explain the many 

failures and therefore call for an even more interventionist agenda, such as international 

trusteeship.2 Conversely, this analysis focuses on how internal conditions related to the 

incipient nature of the state in South Sudan and the peculiarities of African statehood 

block out the possibility of successfully implementing a liberal institutionalist model.  

																																																								
1 Roland Paris, At War’s End: Building Peace After Civil Conflict (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004); Marina Ottaway, 

“Rebuilding State Institutions in Collapsed States,” Development and Change 33 (2002): 1001-1023.   

2 Edward Newman, “‘Liberal’ Peacebuilding Debates,’” In New Perspectives on Liberal Peacebuilding Edward Newman, Roland 

Paris and Oliver Richmond, eds. (New York: United Nations University Press, 2014): 26. 



	

	 2	

     Owing to the arbitrary, weak, fragmented and informal nature of the state, many core 

objectives of the liberal peace run counter to the strategic interests of the warring elites 

tasked with implementing it. The notion that states in Africa are arbitrary speaks to the 

fact that the continent’s territorial boundaries are colonial creations and post-colonial 

juridical entities. Borders in Africa therefore do not reflect existing power realities and 

force a diversity of ethnic, clan and other kinship-based groups to share the same political 

entity. The historical trajectory of economic and institutional underdevelopment in South 

Sudan has led to a situation in which formal state institutions are unable to perform their 

most basic functions, including controlling territory, providing security and delivering 

services. This deficit of empirical statehood impedes efforts by Western donors to pursue 

a liberal agenda because warring elites are most concerned with sustaining their power.  

     The contemporary approach to conflict resolution is informed by a set of principles 

that are questioned here: (1) democracy is held as the only legitimate and effective form 

of governance, even in countries fractured by civil war; (2) by creating formal 

institutions, liberal scholars anticipate that ruling elites will be incentivized to change 

their behavior; (3) exclusion is understood as the root cause of conflict and inclusion 

presented as its cure; (4) Africa’s patrimonial systems are commonly assumed to be 

responsible for the state’s dysfunction; and (5) there is a belief that peace-building and 

state-building are mutually reinforcing, meaning that states can be built in the absence of 

violence. Many of these assumptions run counter to the historical record of how states 

have been formed in the past. The corollary policy prescriptions seek to overwrite social 

systems or behaviors that are deeply engrained in the host society (i.e. patron-client 

relations) and have traditionally been the primary means of negotiating power relations.   
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     Many of the practical issues encountered by liberal institutionalists stem from the fact 

that, although the model primarily reflects external concerns and objectives, it must be 

implemented by local actors. Liberalism is commonly described in the literature as a 

globally hegemonic project that defines how wars are ended and post-conflict states are 

supposed to be built.3 In actual practice, despite the liberal policies written into a peace 

deal, power realities on the ground and at the mediating table often force ostensibly 

liberal interventionists to make a series of illiberal compromises. Meanwhile, the liberal 

policies that are written into a peace deal are rarely implemented. Given the often deeply 

illiberal nature of local power-wielders tasked with negotiating and implementing a peace 

deal, along with the fact that democratic reforms in many ways threaten the basis of their 

power, it should come as little surprise that the liberal peace model has been resisted. 

     This analysis of South Sudan indicates that, beyond issues of political will and lack of 

resources, liberal interventionists lack the capacity to bring about a lasting peace and 

build functioning state institutions, let alone democratic ones. This is because the process 

of institutionalization is in fact primarily an internal undertaking that is defined by 

clashes of interests between the state, state-like actors and society. The inability to 

implement these reforms is explained by the lack of demand or commitment among 

national and local elites for such liberalizing processes.4 International mediation efforts 

focus exclusively on creating what ultimately amounts to a Potemkin village of 

institutionalization that does not reflect the prevailing realities on the ground. As a result, 

the mechanisms and policies of the liberal institutionalist model are typically 

instrumentalized, ignored or subverted by regional mediators and local elites.  

																																																								
3 Ian Taylor, “Liberal Peace Security Regimen: A Gramscian Critique of its Application in Africa,” Africa Development (2017): 25. 

4 Christoph Zurcher, “Building Democracy While Building Peace,” Journal of Democracy 22 (2011): 91. 
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     The liberal peace model, by attempting to impose an idealized version of a modern 

developed state, fails because it does not emerge from or reflect the societies it is meant 

to reconcile. It is unrealistic to expect warring elites to implement the aspects of a peace 

deal that run directly counter to their core interests. Meanwhile, the need to cater to the 

interests of such illiberal actors often fundamentally undermines the liberal nature of the 

model being applied. These externally mandated institutions cannot transform the nature 

of the system itself and instead merely feed into existing practices. This analysis therefore 

indicates that failed peace- and state-building efforts are not primarily to blame for the 

outcomes in South Sudan, but also that lasting peace and institutional development are 

internal processes that cannot be artificially manufactured by outside forces.  

     Peace-building and state-building are not always compatible because a durable state 

can only emerge through a bargaining process that, in its initial stages, involves societal 

demands made on ruling elites through patron-client negotiations and clashes between 

rival forces. In the long run, these forms of contentious politics will hopefully produce 

the “organizational residue” of an empirical state.5 Conflict is an integral element of the 

process of consolidating state power, but warfare is only constitutive of state-making 

under certain conditions. Where ruling elites get their money from and who they depend 

on to sustain their power shapes the nature of the state-making project. A relationship of 

mutual dependence between the state and society is necessary for more representative 

institutions to emerge. In South Sudan, given the presence of oil and foreign patronage, 

ruling elites have few incentives to engage in the difficult process of state-making.  

																																																								
5 Charles Tilly, “War-Making and State-Making as Organized Crime,” In Bringing the State Back In Peter Evans, Dietrich 

Rueschemeyer and Theda Skocpol (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985).  
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     Mediators and policy-makers can either attempt to impose a set of foreign institutions 

against the will of national elites or abdicate to an internal process of state formation. A 

non-interventionist approach would entail allowing a settlement (i.e. military victory or 

balance of power) to be forged on its own terms. Although the outcomes will often be 

undesirable, it may be necessary to build upon the existing “hybrid” (i.e. a mix of formal 

and informal) structures in a society. To the extent that external actors will be involved in 

designing and implementing state institutions, their efforts should reflect, emerge from 

and respond to local realities rather than universal blueprints. While the international 

community can still play a positive role in South Sudan through continued humanitarian 

assistance and by protecting innocents, the projects of liberal peace- and state-building 

have thus far been largely inconsequential and, in some respects, counterproductive.  

     The analysis of South Sudan is broken down into three chapters, organized around the 

efforts to reconstruct the state’s political, economic and security institutions. These 

chapters are each divided into sections that analyze a policy within the liberal model. The 

central questions investigated are: What are the root causes of South Sudan’s civil war? 

And, why has liberal interventionism failed thus far to achieve lasting peace and build a 

stable democratic order? The concluding remarks debate the merits of five prescriptive 

approaches: (1) to continue pushing the liberal institutionalist model; (2) to adopt an even 

more interventionist liberal strategy, such as international trusteeship; (3) to decide which 

side is most powerful or preferable to prevail in geostrategic terms and ensure that it does 

(interventionist realism); (4) to rely on a non-interventionist realist model that allows the 

conflict to simply “play itself out”; or (5) taking a midway approach that seeks to curtail 

the ambitions of liberal interventionists, while focusing on humanitarian objectives.  
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Chapter 2: Research Methodology 

2.1 Research Question 

The driving question behind this study is: What explains the divergence between the 

ideals of the liberal institutionalist model and the outcomes in South Sudan? To answer 

this question, it is important to also understand why conflict has been such a persistent 

feature of life in the region and to explore the extent to which external actors can 

contribute to building democratic institutions in countries emerging from civil war. The 

answers to these questions are explored by analyzing various political, economic and 

security policies that foreign actors have attempted to implement in this context. Though 

certainly well-intentioned, this reform agenda is confronted by a number of adverse 

conditions in South Sudan and the international system that limit its overall applicability.   

 

2.2 Significance 

The value of this topic lays in providing a broader understanding of why conflict has 

been so intractable in South Sudan and why it has been so difficult to implement a liberal 

model of conflict resolution. This analysis therefore addresses the literature on liberal 

peace- and state-building, while also providing a detailed account of the various methods 

of conflict resolution that have been used in South Sudan. In detailing why the liberal 

model has been so difficult to implement, important questions are addressed regarding 

the extent to which external actors are capable of building state institutions and bringing 

democracy to countries emerging from conflict. Most fundamentally, the findings 

presented in this study challenge a number of core assumptions that frame the debate over 

whether or not, and how, the liberal model should be promoted around the world.  
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2.3 Case Selection 

This study draws upon three cases in South Sudan, the 2005, 2015 and 2018 peace deals, 

to produce a number of theoretical insights concerning the merits of and impediments to 

translating the liberal post-conflict model from theory into practice. South Sudan was 

chosen as a case because, beyond representing one of the world’s most dire humanitarian 

crises, the country has been the site of three recent international peace processes that 

were designed to implement a version of the liberal peace- and state-building model. This 

case is therefore well placed to test a number of assumptions that inform liberal 

interventionism and conflict resolution. As the world’s newest country, South Sudan is 

also uniquely positioned to offer insight on how states are created in the modern context 

and the costs/benefits of secession as a conflict resolution strategy.6  

     The tradeoff between comparability and representativeness is a feature of cross-unit 

sample size. Cross-unit analyses are more likely to approach an outcome at a very general 

level.7 By confronting analytical propositions with many data points, the case study 

method is well suited for the explanation required to answer the more complicated how 

and why questions. This method has an advantage in developing internally valid and 

context-sensitive insights, bringing to light anomalies that current theories cannot 

accommodate, identifying plausible causal variables and testing or elaborating on 

																																																								
6 Barbara Geddes warns that the selection of cases for study on the basis of the outcomes on the dependent variable biases 

conclusions. While taking into account this critique, qualitative researchers argue that there are a number of instances in which doing 

so is perfectly appropriate and logical. The case of South Sudan was selected here because it has experienced two such interventions in 

recent years, not based on the expected outcome of such actions; Barbara Geddes, “How the Cases You Choose Affect the Answers 

You Get: Selection Bias in Comparative Politics,” Political Analysis (1990): 131.     

7 John Gerring, “What is a Case Study and What is it Good For?” The American Political Science Review 98 (2004): 34.   
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existing theories.8 Qualitative researchers must delimit phenomena into categories and 

locate smaller populations of cases that exhibit sufficient similarity to allow a meaningful 

comparison and transferable insights.9 It is not possible, however, to establish a valid 

generalization or disprove established ones based on an analysis of a single country.10 

Given that South Sudan is a particularly inhospitable environment for the liberal model, a 

number of pertinent insights can be drawn from studying this case. Some conclusions are 

specific to the case, while others apply more broadly to post-colonial African states. 

 

2.4 Site Selection   

The field research for this project was carried out in Ethiopia and Kenya over a total of 

18 months during three separate trips from 2014 to 2019. Initially, my plan was to carry 

out field research in South Sudan. The dangers, difficulties and expenses related to 

conducting politically sensitive research in a warzone caused me to re-envision this 

project by taking a regional approach to the field research process and directing my focus 

on studying the peace process itself. Beginning in January 2014, the IGAD-led mediation 

for South Sudan took place in Addis Ababa and Bahir Dar, Ethiopia. Previously, for 2001 

to 2005, the CPA peace talks for Sudan took place in Nairobi, Kenya. For this reason, 

these three cities were chosen as the field sites to conduct this research project. 

     As the diplomatic hubs of East Africa, Addis Ababa and Nairobi host nearly every 

major regional and multilateral organization. Most notably, the AU and the UN 

Economic Commission for Africa are headquartered in Addis Ababa. Ethiopia is the 

																																																								
8 Andrew Bennett and Colin Elman, “Qualitative Research: Recent Developments in Case Study Methods,” Annual Review of 

Political Science (2006): 47 

9 James Mahoney, “Qualitative Methodology and Comparative Politics,” Comparative Political Studies 40 (2007): 12 

10 Arend Lijphart, “Comparative Politics and the Comparative Method,” The American Political Science Review 65 (1971): 682. 
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current Chair of the IGAD Council of Members, meaning the mediation process and the 

heads of state meetings took place in Ethiopia. This allowed me to engage both with the 

peace process itself and the diplomatic community in Ethiopia. Nairobi is home to the 

African Development Bank, a number of major UN institutions, research think-tanks and 

a high number of international NGOs. Both Addis Ababa and Nairobi also host a large 

number of researchers, diplomats and South Sudanese ex-patriots.  

 

2.5 Participant Selection 

The original research contributions presented here derive from around 60 key informant 

interviews conducted in Ethiopia and Kenya, as well as over the phone from Canada. The 

selection criteria behind this study were based on a participant’s possession of intimate 

knowledge about the South Sudan peace process. In qualitative research, individuals are 

typically chosen through a process of purposeful or criterion-based selection. In this 

strategy, particular settings, persons or activities are deliberately selected to provide 

specific information. Most studies based on qualitative interviews rely on panels, rather 

than representative samples, that include people who are uniquely able to be informative 

because they are experts in an area or were privileged witnesses to an event.11  

     The use of triangulation reduces the risk that a researcher’s conclusions will reflect 

only the systematic biases and limitations of specific sources.12 While in the region, I also 

interviewed a number of South Sudanese individuals, including those who were engaged 

directly in the peace process and ex-patriots living in Addis Ababa, Bahir Dar or Nairobi. 

																																																								
11 Joseph Maxwell, Qualitative Research Design: An Interactive Approach (Los Angeles: Sage Publishing, 2005): 92-94. 
12 Kenneth Goldstein, “Getting in the Door: Sampling and Completing Elite Interviews,” Political Science and Politics 35 (2002): 

669-672. 



	

	 10	

This included members from each of the country’s most significant ethnic group [the 

Dinka, Nuer, Shilluk, Murle and “Equatorian”]. During my field research, I conducted 

interviews with representatives of each major negotiating bloc with the mediation, 

including IGAD, the government, opposition, civil society, faith-based groups, Former 

Detainees and other political parties. I also spoke with researchers specializing in South 

Sudan and the IGAD region, African and Western diplomats, journalists and 

representatives of the AU, UN, international NGOs and conflict think-tanks.  

 

2.6 Research Methodology    

This study relies on a number of qualitative research techniques. First, the research 

design was developed following an extensive review of the theoretical and case-based 

literature. Second, dating from when the conflict began December 2013, a detailed 

accounting of the news items appearing online was compiled using credible media 

sources found through Google Alerts, other search engines and social media platforms. 

Third, as part of my field research, I conducted a series of semi-structured key informant 

interviews in Ethiopia and Kenya. Fourth, during this time, I engaged in a certain degree 

of participant observation of the delegates within the South Sudan peace process.  

     The first leg of field research for this project took place from August 2014 to May 

2015 in Ethiopia, on the sidelines of the IGAD peace process for South Sudan, and also 

in Kenya. Upon arriving in Addis Ababa, I began interviewing people with direct 

knowledge of the peace process. When the talks were moved to Bahir Dar, Ethiopia in 

September 2014, I travelled there to interview delegates engaged in the negotiations. 

During the two weeks of peace talks held in Bahir Dar, most delegates stayed at the 
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Addis Amba Hotel and would congregate there at the end of each day. I used this location 

as a launching pad to interview representatives of IGAD, along with a number of 

delegates from the civil society organizations (CSO) and faith-based groups (FBG).  

     After this round of talks, returned to Addis Ababa where talks finally resumed in late 

December 2014. The talks were held at the UN complex, where the delegates stayed at 

the nearby Elilly Hotel. I was able to secure interviews with delegates from the CSOs, 

FBGs and members of the South Sudanese ex-pat community. I used these contacts to 

build sources from within the SPLM-IO.13 In early January, during a break in the talks, I 

travelled to Nairobi, Kenya. There I spoke with various regional experts, organizational 

representatives, government officials and a member of the SPLM-Juba camp. A 

restaurant named the “Pink Lady” in Hurlingham was a popular hangout for South 

Sudanese ex-pats that I used to network and secure a number of interviews, most notably 

a White Army soldier. I stayed in Nairobi until mid-February 2015 when I returned to 

Addis Ababa for the resumption of the peace talks. After negotiations collapsed on March 

5, 2015, I remained on the sidelines of the talks collecting interviews until May 2015.  

     During this research trip, I conducted 45 key-informant interviews, engaged in 

countless informal conversations and collected a number of internal documents.14 In my 

role as a participant observer, I gained knowledge about the mediation process and the 

actors that populate it. After I subsequently returned to Addis Ababa from July 2016 to 

January 2017, I continued to engage with researchers and policy officials residing in 

Ethiopia. During this second research trip, I conducted an additional six interviews. From 

																																																								
13 In total, I conducted five lengthy interviews from SPLM-IO delegates engaged in the peace talks. 

14 This project received approval from the University of Guelph’s Research Ethics Board (REB) to conduct personal interviews in 

Ethiopia and Kenya. The identities of participants have been maintained in confidentiality. 
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January to February 2019, I returned to Addis Ababa to follow the events in South Sudan 

after the revitalized peace deal (R-ARCSS) was signed in September 2018. During this 

time, I conducted a further three interviews. After returning to Montreal, I conducted a 

final three interviews over the phone with leading researchers on South Sudan.  
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Chapter 3: Theoretical Insights 

This section unpacks a number of concepts that will frame the ensuing analysis of liberal 

institutionalism in South Sudan. These include: the state, the processes of state formation 

in Europe and Africa, peace-building, state-building, the liberal peace theory and rebel 

governance/de facto statehood. Next, this section will look at the external (juridical) and 

internal (political, economic and security) aspects of state formation. The central 

argument is that external actors have demonstrated themselves to be incapable of 

achieving their stated objectives in South Sudan, which are to bring about lasting peace, 

build state institutions and guide the country towards a democratic transition. This is 

explained by the incipient and resource dependent nature of the state, which is 

compounded by certain features that are common among states in Africa (i.e. their 

borders are arbitrary colonial artifacts, they are ethnically fragmented, formal institutions 

suffer from deficits of governmental and territorial legitimacy and informal practices are 

highly resilient). Rather than being constructed on the fly by external actors, states have 

historically been forged over a long period of time through clashes among societal forces.  

 

3.1 Defining the “State”  

Christopher Clapham has outlined three ways that scholars view the state as a conceptual 

category.15 A first approach focuses on the state’s bureaucratic and institutional apparatus 

of control. Realists see the state as a combination of its various empirical attributes. In 

Max Weber’s classic definition, a state must at minimum “successfully claim a monopoly 

																																																								
15 Christopher Clapham, Africa and the International System: The Politics of State Survival (Cambridge University Press, 1996).  
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of the legitimate use of physical force within a given territory.”16 For Weber, the modern 

state is a compulsory association that organizes domination. That a state possesses 

sovereignty or autonomy means that it maintains supreme coercive power within its 

boundaries and is independent of all competing internal or external authorities.17 The 

government’s ability to impose its power against societal resistance and to protect its 

citizens from external threats is the most essential characteristic of statehood.18  

     State power can be measured based on either its scope or its strength. This first sense 

refers to the range of actions the elite is empowered to undertake, while the second is 

based on the capacity of the state to penetrate civil society and implement its objectives.19 

Modern “developed” states possess more infrastructural power than in any other 

historical period, yet the idea of there being an autonomous state elite is constrained by 

democratic institutions.20 In underdeveloped states, conversely, the scope of government 

actions is largely predatory in nature, while the state’s capacity to carry out its functions 

is limited. Joel Migdal’s work focuses on how states in the developing world are shaped 

by the nature of their encounters with social forces.21 In mediated states like South Sudan, 

																																																								
16 Max Weber, Politics as a Vocation (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1965): 1. 

17 Brian Nelson, The Making of the Modern State (New York: Palgrave MacMillan, 2006): 7. 

18 State sovereignty is Janus-faced. Externally, state sovereignty embodies the drive for independence from any intrusion into the 

national domain. Internally, social actors battle to impose their will in the face of state attempts to control civil society. Autonomous 

states formulate and pursue goals that are not simply reflective of the demands or interests of social groups, classes or societies; 

Crawford Young, The African Colonial State in Comparative Perspective (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1994). 

19 Francis Fukuyama, “The Imperative of State-Building,” Journal of Democracy 15 (2004): 17. 

20 Michael Mann, “The Autonomous Power of the State: Its Origins, Mechanisms and Results,” European Journal of Sociology 25 

(1984): 185-213. 

21 The state, Joel Migdal writes, is only one contender among many, not the purposeful, monopolistic and successful actors that some 

extensions of the Weberian definition of statehood sometimes make them out to be; Joel Migdal, State in Society: Studying How States 

and Societies Transform and Constitute One Another (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012): 221-222. 
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the central state struggles to impose its authority through governance arrangements based 

on deal making, cooption and sub-contracting with non-state authorities.22  

     The second way of looking at states is based on the “idea” of statehood. 

Constructivists are most concerned with the extent to which state elites legitimate their 

rule in the eyes of the citizenry. Legitimacy involves an attempt to find answers to two 

questions: Why should the state exist in the form that it does (territorial legitimacy)? 

And, why should the group of people who rule it have any right to act on behalf of their 

citizens (governmental legitimacy)?23 Being forced to constantly resort to coercion will 

lead to the rapid devaluation of state power. By investing its institutions with legitimate 

authority, the state seeks acquiescence and consent to its rule. Enhancing state legitimacy 

is a central element to effective state-building that requires a deep appreciation of 

people’s beliefs about what constitutes legitimate public authority.24  

     Weber offered three pure-type legitimations of domination: (1) the authority of ancient 

customs (traditional); (2) a leader’s ability to engender personal devotion (charismatic) 

and; (3) a system of popularly accepted legal and administrative rules (rational-legal).25 A 

final form of legitimacy derives from a government’s performance (process), measured 

by the provision of security, prosperity and social services. International state-builders 

emphasize a form of process legitimacy that derives from the promotion of democratic 

representation and accountability.26 In South Sudan, the central government does not 

																																																								
22 Achim Wennmann, “Getting Armed Groups to the Table: Peace Processes, the Political Economy of Conflict and the Mediated 

State,” Third World Quarterly 30 (2009): 1133.  

23 Clapham, Africa and the International System: The Politics of State Survival (1996): 9. 

24 Young, The African State in Comparative Perspective (1994). 

25 Weber, Politics as a Vocation (1965). 

26 Alina Rocha Menocal, “State-Building for Peace: A New Paradigm for International Engagement in Post-Conflict Fragile States?” 

Third World Quarterly 32 (2011): 1725. 



	

	 16	

have the blessing of most citizens to govern them due to state repression, public trust in 

government had been reduced by institutional failures and its undemocratic nature and 

the ethno-political atmosphere causes tensions among citizens and state officials alike.27 

     A third approach emphasizes the international character of statehood. From this 

perspective, a state cannot exist unless it is recognized as such within the international 

states system.28 Even if an entity may exert empirical control over its territory and have 

won over the loyalty of its population, it requires the recognition of other states to be 

formally viewed as such. What Robert Jackson and Carl Rosberg refer to as de facto (i.e. 

Weberian) states are contrasted with juridical states, whose continued existence owes 

primarily to accommodating norms within the international states system.29 The 

contemporary juridical foundations of statehood represent a reversal of the historical 

pattern through which external recognition was based on the empirical qualities.30 The 

fact that South Sudan was deeply lacking in the empirical qualities of statehood did not 

prevent the international community from recognizing its independence in 2011, a 

decision that reflected the geostrategic calculus of the powers behind the 2005 CPA.31       

     Bringing these elements together, Charles Call defines the state by emphasizing the 

institutions of government, while stressing their relationship to a territory’s citizens and 

noting the resources associated with international recognition.32 South Sudan has enjoyed 

																																																								
27 Ivan Ashaba, Sebastian A. Paolo and Samuel Adu-Gyamfi, “State Fragility, Regime Survival and Spoilers in South Sudan,” 

International Journal of Afro-asiatic Studies 23/1 (2019): 77-99. (81-82) 
28 Clapham, Africa and the International System: The Politics of State Survival (1996).  

29 Robert Jackson and Carl Rosberg, “Why Africa’s Weak States Persist: The Empirical and Juridical in Statehood,” World Politics 

35 (1982): 1-24. 

30 Robert Jackson and Carl Rosberg, “Sovereignty and Underdevelopment: Juridical Statehood in the African Crisis,” Journal of 

Modern African Studies 24 (1986): 1-31. 

31 John Young, The Fate of Sudan: The Origins and Consequences of a Flawed Peace Process (New York: Zed Books, 2012). 

32 Charles Call, “Building States to Build Peace? A Critical Analysis,” Journal of Peacebuilding and Development 4 (2008): 61.  
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international recognition as a state since 2011, but in reality the SPLM/A-led government 

continues to face enormous deficits of empirical statehood and internal legitimacy. The 

international community’s focus on de jure, rather than de facto, statehood, represents a 

reversal in how states have historically been constructed. Rather than reflecting internal 

power realities, South Sudan’s boundaries are the product of its colonial history and 

decisions taken in Western capitals in the early 2000s. The inability to implement the 

liberal institutionalist model is explained by the deficit of empirical statehood, along with 

the peculiarities of African statehood and state formation in the contemporary world. 

 

3.2 State Formation in Early Modern Europe 

Much of the literature on state formation in early modern Europe is written from a realist 

perspective and emphasizes the important contribution of warfare in producing modern 

nation-states. Charles Tilly observed that “war made the state, and the state made war” to 

highlight the fact that coercion has formed the “bedrock of state formation.”33 State 

formation is manifested outwardly through internal violence between competing groups 

and their clashing agendas. The creation of state institutions to consolidate power was the 

unintentional by-product or organizational residue of the war-making process. In this 

fight for supremacy, governing elites sought to turn the state into a criminal or predatory 

racket in return for extraction. The nature of each state in Europe was determined by this 

interplay between capital, coercion and societal resistance to these intrusions.34  

																																																								
33 Charles Tilly, Coercion, Capital and European State: AD 990-1992 (Cambridge/Oxford: Blackwell, 1992): 67; Dominik Helling, 

“Tillyan Footprints Beyond Europe: War-Making and State-Making in the Case of Somaliland,” St Antony’s International Review 6 

(2010): 106. 

34 Tilly, “War Making and State Making as Organized Crime,” (1985); Similarly, Mancur Olson’s “roving” versus “stationary” bandit 

framework explains why predatory groups evolve into stable governments. The stationary bandit, because of his monopoly on crime 
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     Warfare can benefit a process of state formation because the ability to prepare for and 

successfully fight a war requires power-holders to get involved in a number of actions 

that are typically conducive to state-making.35 First, warfare has been a central means of 

establishing a monopoly of violence by displacing, subduing or eliminating competitors. 

States in Europe were built with the use of force under strong domestic and international 

pressures. In this system of countervailing power, only effectively organized states could 

survive, as weaker states either disintegrated or were incorporated into more powerful 

ones. Consolidating their power required rulers to defeat or pacify armed rivals, as well 

as society at large, to increasingly contain violence within the state sphere.36  

     Second, the monopolization of violence is intimately tied to the development of a 

monopoly over resource extraction and capital accumulation. Much of the institutional 

apparatus of modern government has its origins in this compulsion to finance wars.37 The 

presence of internal or external threats forced rulers to extract more resources and made 

the public more willing to finance the war effort. To the extent that this activity relied on 

access to capital, state-makers “developed a durable interest in promoting the 

accumulation of capital.”38 Thus, the process of waging war forced power-holders to 

increase their ability to collect revenues with greater efficiency and less public resistance. 

     Third, the process of concentrating control over the means of coercion and capital 

pushed power-holders to develop increasingly complex administrative apparatuses of 

control. The war-making effort played an important role in the expansion of 

																																																								
and taxation, has interests in his domain that make him limit his predations because he bears a substantial share of social losses; 

Mancur Olsen, “Dictatorship, Democracy and Development,” The American Political Science Review (1993): 567-576.  

35 Georg Sorensen, “War and State-Making: Why Doesn’t it Work in the Third World?” Security Dialogue 32 (2001): 341. 

36 Bruce Porter, War and the Rise of the State (New York: Free Press, 1994): 11. 

37 Margaret Levi, Of Rule and Revenue (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1988). 

38 Tilly, “War Making and State Making as Organized Crime,” (1985): 172. 



	

	 19	

administrative state apparatuses by justifying the increasing intrusiveness of the state into 

the economy and social life for protection. The presence of a common external threat 

tends to create a sense of solidarity among the otherwise diverse groups, permitting the 

government to drastically increase its scope of action. European states were forced to 

become more efficient in creating durable administrative structures to extract resources 

and maintain control to avoid being subsumed by their more powerful neighbors.39  

     Finally, establishing monopolies of violence and revenue forced state leaders to 

accommodate a diverse set of elites, leading to a civilianization of government and 

domestic politics. The extraction of capital by rulers to fund wars generated popular 

resistance and required bargaining with those in control of these resources. In this back-

and-forth between rulers and capitalists, revenue was exchanged for rights in a bargain 

that tied rulers to a set of obligations on behalf of citizens.40 The story of state formation 

in Europe supports the idea that warfare generates incentives for rulers to secure the 

consent of the governed in building efficient and representative institutions. Crucially, the 

development of representative institutions was governed by the “degree to which rulers 

were economically dependent on taxpayers for revenues to fight their wars.”41  

 

3.3 State Formation in Post-Colonial Africa 

Although it is important to avoid “faulty implicit comparisons,” Tilly wrote that a 

thoughtful exploration of the European experience shows how popular resistance to 

																																																								
39 Christopher Clapham, “War and State Formation in Ethiopia and Eritrea,” The Global Site (2000): 3. 

40 Norbert Elias identified two phases in the emergence of modern states. In the first, a monopoly of physical force is established; 

direct access to force is centralized in the hands of state rulers and taken away from most in society. In the second, this private control 

“moves from the hands of state-makers into a political setting of legal institutions and appointed rulers under the control of the 

public”; Norbert Elias, The Civilizing Process: Sociogenic and Psychogenic Investigations (Hoboken: Blackwell Publishing, 1994).  

41 Jeremy Weinstein, “Autonomous Recovery and International Intervention in Comparative Perspective,” CGD (2005): 13. 
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coercive exploitation forced power-holders to provide protection and constraints on their 

own actions.42 While some scholars suggest that certain states, or sub-state units, are 

currently engaged in struggles whose logic is similar to that of early modern Europe, 

others counter that international socio-economic and political context has changed so 

drastically that this relationship no longer holds. In both cases, the logic is based on the 

predatory state theory outlined above. The fundamental disagreement hinges on debating 

whether these processes currently operate in the same way or if the externalization of 

state formation has fundamentally altered this relationship.43  

     Cohen, Brown and Organski argue that developing states are engaged in the same 

types of struggles that their European predecessors went through to centralize power. 

Many look upon internal conflicts in the developing world as evidence of political decay. 

In fact, they argue, out of such conflict will arise a new political order through the 

centralization of power. State formation involves redistributing political control over 

power resources in the hands of the state apparatus. Increasing claims by the central state 

for the requisite state-making resources will inevitably intrude into and compete with pre-

existing structures.44 From this perspective, South Sudan’s many conflicts should be seen 

as part of the long and very painful process of consolidating state power.     

     The Somali National Movement (SNM) is a good example of a military outfit that 

translated its war effort into viable state institutions. Dominik Balthasar argues that, 

“Somaliland’s project of state formation is, by and large, to be attributed to its particular 

																																																								
42 Tilly, “War Making and State Making as Organized Crime,” (1985): 170. 

43 Cameron Thies, “National Design and State-Building in Sub-Saharan Africa,” World Politics 61 (2009): 626. 

44 Youssef Cohen, Brian R. Brown and AFK Organski, “The Paradoxical Nature of State Making: The Violent Creation of Order,” 

The American Political Science Review 75 (1981): 901-910. 
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experience of war.”45 The liberation struggle was constitutive to Somaliland’s state-

building project by bringing about the foundation for a monopoly of violence, developing 

the state’s economic self-reliance and creating key political institutions that survived the 

war. First, the SNM achieved a decisive military victory and established its supremacy in 

north-west Somalia. Second, by relying on internal funding mechanisms, it established a 

relationship of accountability between the military and civilian population. Third, the 

struggle facilitated the SNM in laying the institutional foundations of a state.46   

     What differentiates South Sudan’s experience from that of Somaliland are contextual 

factors tied to the former’s almost complete dependence on rents from oil, foreign aid and 

international patronage.47 State formation emerges through a process of bargaining 

between the government and society. In places where governing elites depend on local 

revenue streams for their survival, capitalists and other societal forces possess significant 

leverage over them to demand more accountable institutions. Foreign assistance and an 

abundance of easily exploitable resources are generally harmful to this relationship.48 

Warfare, under these conditions, overwhelmingly leads to state disintegration. Only 

under certain conditions can a dedicated and well-organized leadership use its experience 

of war to promote state formation and, ideally, a more or less benevolent state.49  

     Central to the arguments made by those skeptical of the continued relevance of the 

“war makes states” thesis is a very different context in which the external dimensions of 

																																																								
45 Helling, “Tillyan Footprints Beyond Europe,” (2010): 103. 

46 Ibid. 

47 Rens Twijnstra, “Recycling Oil Money: Procurement Politics and (Un)Productive Entrepreneurship in South Sudan,” Journal of 

Eastern African Studies 9 (2015): 685-703. 

48 Nicholas Eubank, “Peace-Building Without External Assistance: Lessons from Somaliland,” Center for Global Development 

(2010): 22; Pierre Englebert and Denis Tull, “Post-Conflict Reconstruction in Africa: Flawed Ideas about Failed States,” International 

Security 32 (2008): 139.  

49 Clapham, “War and State Formation in Ethiopia and Eritrea,” (2000): 11. 
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state formation predominate over the internal ones.50 The fact that European states 

formed in a certain way then imposed their power on the rest of the world, guarantees 

that their experience will be much different. The history of statehood in much of Africa 

began with the imposition of colonial rule toward the end of the 19th century. The lack of 

any organic connection between the government structures imposed by imperial powers 

and the political traditions of host societies would later bedevil state formation.51  

     Anna Leander has outlined how the drift towards external state-building has 

undermined processes of state formation. She argues that the “war makes states” 

argument no longer holds because contemporary state formation takes place within a 

globalized context that alters the effects of the central processes that once placed war 

making and state making in a positive relationship. As a result, war no longer leads to a 

process of civilianization and fails to prompt the centralization of the means of coercion 

or capital.52 The role of outside actors is now crucial in the conduct of warfare and 

attempts to bring it to a conclusion. The interplay of a global set of state, interstate and 

non-state forces adds an important dimension to conflicts.53 

     A first element of the externalization of state formation relates to the contemporary 

norms of state sovereignty. Despite the arbitrariness of most territorial jurisdictions and 

the obvious incapacities of many governments, the political map of post-colonial Africa 

has seldom changed. The two exceptions to this rule are the international recognition of 

																																																								
50 Roxana Botea and Brian Taylor, “Tilly-Tally: Mar-Making and State-Making in the Contemporary Third World,” International 

Studies Review 10 (2008): 31. 

51 Richard Sandbrook, “Hobbled Leviathans: Constraints on State Formation in Africa,” International Journal 41 (1986): 712. 

52 Anna Leander, “Wars and the Unmaking of State: Taking Tilly Seriously in the Contemporary World,” In Copenhagen Peace 

Research: Conceptual Innovations and Contemporary Security Analysis Stefano Guzzini and Dietrich Jung, eds. (London and New 

York: Routledge, 2004): 3-5. 

53 Michael Niemann, “War Making and State Making in Central Africa,” Africa Today (2008): 31. 
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Eritrea in 1993 and of South Sudan in 2011. South Sudan did not obtain its independence 

following a military victory by the SPLA or based on the SPLM’s demonstrable ability to 

govern. Rather, South Sudan was created as a direct result of pressure that emerged based 

on the United States’ security interests. South Sudan is therefore an external creation 

similar to states that emerged through the process of decolonization. The map of Africa is 

therefore still very much determined by international norms of state sovereignty.  

     Second, the drift towards external state-building is visible in the evolving strategies 

for controlling the means of coercion. States that came to be through decolonization 

“acquired their military organization from outside, without the same internal forging of 

mutual constraints between rulers and ruled.”54 The reliance on external assistance 

creates a military apparatus divorced from the struggle in a specific territory.55 Third, the 

drift towards external state-building has altered the competition that pushes rulers to 

concentrate the means of generating capital. For developing countries in the modern 

world, it is access to international capital rather than domestic capital (i.e. taxation) that 

really matters. The global liberal financial architecture creates transnational flows that 

offer trans-boundary opportunities for accessing resources to state and non-state actors.56  

     The fourth process that is affected by the drift towards external state-building is the 

expansion of administrations to manage the means of coercion and finance. The 

decentralized and privatized control over these institutions has wreaked havoc on the 

logic by which warfare produces an expanded administration. Rather than creating the 

centralized structures that emerged in Europe, contemporary warfare tends to trigger the 

																																																								
54 Tilly, “War Making and State Making as Organized Crime,” (1985): 186. 

55 Sorensen, “War and State-Making,” (2004): 346. 

56 Sukanya Podder, “Non-State Armed Groups and Stability: Reconsidering Legitimacy and Inclusion,” Contemporary Security 

Policy 23 (2013): 23. 
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dismantling and criminalization of administrative structures. A final process that has been 

altered is the need created by wars to bargain with civilians. Changes in the way wars are 

administered, financed and fought mean that the constituency gaining leverage over the 

state elite as a consequence of war is primarily composed of regional and global actors.57  

     These peculiarities of the modern context constrain the ability to reach lasting peace 

and build an empirical state in South Sudan. The SPLM/A has historically been sustained 

by its military sponsors, Mengistu Hailemariam in Ethiopia and then the United States 

during the north-south war, now China and Uganda. The state’s heavy reliance on 

exogenous sources of finance, including foreign aid, debt, commodities and a wide range 

of illicit activities, has led to the externalization of economic management and political 

accountability. Foreign sponsorship and intervention have, to some extent, relieved South 

Sudan’s leaders of the need to develop effective or legitimate administrative structures to 

sustain their power. These structural conditions within the international states system, 

combined with the legacies of economic and institutional underdevelopment in South 

Sudan, explain why the liberal institutionalist model has been impossible to implement.  

 

3.4 Peace-Building and State-Building 

The phrase “peace-building” first entered the lexicon after then Secretary-General 

Boutros Boutros-Ghali used the term in the UN’s 1992 report An Agenda for Peace. 

Peace-building was defined at the time as actions to “strengthen and solidify peace in 

order to avoid a relapse into conflict.”58 This narrow approach to peace-building was 

primarily concerned with putting an end to the violence in the immediate term. This 

																																																								
57 Leander, “Wars and the Unmaking of State: Taking Tilly Seriously in the Contemporary World,” (2004): 9. 

58 Boutros-Boutros Ghali, “An Agenda for Peace: Preventive Diplomacy, Peacemaking and Peace-keeping,” United Nations (1992). 
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modest objective, which Johan Galtung referred to as a “negative peace”, was designed to 

allow the international community to remove itself from a conflict situation as quickly as 

possible.59 This statement nonetheless reflected a drastic change in which the UN 

expanded its mandate to engage in large-scale peace-building operations.60 

     Over the course of the 1990s, peace-building came to be “closely connected to notions 

of human security, good governance and accountability in public administration, stressing 

conflict prevention measures and the creation of structures for the institutionalization of 

peace across all conflict phases.”61 A broader approach to peace-building evolved that 

aims to produce a durable and self-sustaining “positive” peace, meaning addressing the 

root causes of conflict and removing any instances of structural violence. In practice, this 

caused peace-building to be, “broadened laterally in terms of the policy sectors that are 

implicated, deepened in terms of engagement with the internal workings of societies and 

lengthened in terms of stages of conflict when it operates.”62 As a result, the concept of 

peace-building became evermore expansive, arguably, “to the point of incoherence.”63  

     Operating according to the Washington Consensus, the dominant trend in world 

politics for decades involved an attempt to move activities away from the state sector to 

private markets or civil society. The problem was that, in the process of reducing state 

scope, these policies also decreased state strength.64 From the failures of first generation 

																																																								
59 Johan Galtung, “Violence, Peace and Peace Research,” Journal of Peace Research 6 (1969): 167-191. 

60 Menocal, “Statebuilding for Peace,” (2011): 1717. 

61 Dominik Balthasar, “Peacebuilding as State-Building? Rethinking Liberal Interventionism in Contexts of Emerging States,” 

Conflict, Security and Development 17 (2017): 473-491.    

62 Michael Lund, “What Kind of Peace is Being Built? Taking Stock of Post Conflict Peacebuilding and Charting Future Directions,” 

International Development Research Centre (2003): 5.  

63 Charles Call and Elizabeth Cousens, “Ending Wars and Building Peace: International Responses to War-Torn Societies,” 

International Studies Perspectives 9 (2008): 3. 
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peace-building missions in the 1990s, the international community learned that it was a 

mistake to pursue economic and political liberalization without first ensuring that a strong 

and effective institutional framework is in place.65 This conceptual shift towards a desire 

to “fix” states resulted in a fully-fledged conflation of peace-building and state-building, 

while also signaling a commitment to build states through pacifist means.66 

     The term state-building refers to, primarily external, attempts to establish effective and 

legitimate governance structures within a territory. The first element of state-building 

involves developing the instruments that states use to control society, that is, state 

capacity. The concern here is with the degree of statehood.67 State-building is 

conceptualized as a matter of fixing the state, that is, “of turning a failed or fragile state 

into a well-functioning modern state that is able to perform its sovereign functions.”68 A 

second element of state-building involves the way in which states and societies negotiate 

their relationship, that is, the kind of state.69 State-building is designed to develop a 

particular form of state: a liberal democracy. Liberal in this context means a state that 

upholds the rule of law, is democratic and is organized according to market principles.70 

State-building is therefore concerned with the nature of the political settlement. This 

refers to an expression of common understanding forged among the state, national elites 

and the host society over how political power is to be organized and exercised.71 
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67 Michael Barnett, “Building a Republican Peace: Stabilizing States After War,” International Security 30 (2006): 91. 
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     Peace-building and state-building are not, in fact, synonymous and the process of 

building states frequently undermines peace. State consolidation is predicated on 

enhancing the power and institutional reach of the state by suppressing any threats to 

stability. This process often causes conflict based on the reality or perception of exclusion 

among alienated groups.72 Similarly, the process of building a state is often at cross-

purposes with democracy and liberalization. State formation involves concentrating the 

means of coercion under the control of a central political authority. Liberal rule and 

democracy, by contrast, involve limiting the central state’s authority to coerce; the first 

by putting it under a set of transparent and universal rules, the second by ensuring that the 

exercise of power reflects the popular will.73 In South Sudan, Western donors have been 

trying to build peace and democratic state institutions simultaneously, despite the reality 

that these are often contradictory processes that are not amenable to outside influence.  

 

3.5 The Liberal Peace 

The liberal peace model has emerged as the universal strategy of conflict resolution 

promoted by leading states, multilateral organizations and international financial 

institutions (IFIs). This refers to Western-backed support missions that seek to produce a 

specific kind of post-conflict order guided by the principles of human rights, rule of law, 

good governance, democracy and economic liberalization.74 Liberal institutionalism is 

built around the idea that an open rules-based system underpinned by liberal ideals will 

inherently lead to mutually beneficial cooperation among de jure states and between 
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governments and societies. This model of conflict resolution reflects a strong normative 

belief in the modernizing and civilizing effect of open economic exchange, democratic 

governance and multilateral institutions. Advocates of liberal peace/state-building and 

democracy promotion see this practice as more than a foreign policy tool in the service of 

Western strategic interests.75 Notably, Francis Fukuyama and Michael McFaul are guided 

by an enduring faith in the virtues and universality of liberal democratic norms.76 

     Using the case of South Sudan, this study addresses two debates within the literature 

on the liberal peace. First, scholars debate the extent to which the liberal peace is in fact 

the dominant paradigm in modern day peace-making interventions.77 Paris has argued 

that international agencies engaged in peace-making are driven by a single paradigm, that 

of liberal internationalism. This refers to an activist foreign policy that promotes liberal 

principles abroad.78 What Ottaway calls the “democratic reconstruction model” seeks to 

put an end to the fighting and to outline a series of institutional reforms.79 Achieving 

consensus necessitates sharing power, resources and territory among major social groups, 

followed by holding multi-party democratic elections.80 Joshi, Lee and Mac Ginty find 

that, at least in terms of the provisions written into a peace accord, the current paradigm 

of conflict resolution rightfully deserves the sobriquet “liberal peace,” though there is 
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considerable variation in the extent and implementation of liberalism in peace-building.81 

     Other scholars question the utility of using the liberal peace as a conceptual lens 

through which to examine contemporary methods of conflict resolution. Jan Selby and 

Dominic Zaum underline the essential realism of the international system, as well as how 

the liberal agenda is crowded out by geo-politics and national interests.82 The contested 

nature of the liberal peace highlights the illiberal methods that are commonly adopted in 

internationally supported peace interventions. Liberal peace agents use rhetoric of 

liberalism to justify their actions. Barriers internal to the host country and within the 

international states system undermine the ability to pursue or implement liberal reforms. 

In South Sudan, the warring parties and regional mediators resisted putting many of these 

liberal policies into the 2005, 2015 and 2018 peace deals, but the mediation’s Western 

sponsors insisted. In practice, few of these policies have ever actually been implemented.  

     The second debate addressed here deals with the appropriateness and applicability of 

exporting the liberal peace in countries emerging from conflict. As Necla Tshirgi writes, 

proponents of the liberal peace present political and economic liberalization as effective 

antidotes, ipso-facto, to conflict and state weakness.83 The international variant of this 

theory holds that consolidated democracies do not go to war with each other due to a 

number of institutional constraints on leaders. The domestic variant is based on the notion 

that liberal states are more internally peaceful, prosperous and humane than non-

democracies. These versions of the liberal peace are often blended into far-reaching 

																																																								
81 Joshi, Lee and Mac Ginty, “Just How Liberal is the Liberal Peace?” (2014): 364-389. 

82 Jan Selby, “The Myth of Liberal Peace-building,” Conflict, Security and Development 13 (2013): 57-86; Dominic Zaum, “Beyond 

the ‘Liberal Peace,’” Global Governance 18 (2012): 121-132. 

83 Necla Tshirgi, “Post-Conflict Peacebuilding Revisited: Achievements, Limitations and Challenges,” International Peace Academy 

(2004): 5. 



	

	 30	

claims about the inherent benefits of democracy and marketization.84 Paris has often 

critiqued this model, but ultimately defends the liberal peace by arguing that, since the 

alternatives are far too unpalatable, this mode of peace-making is worth saving.85 

     When explaining the many failures to end civil wars and build states in the developing 

world, liberal academics and policy-makers point to a lack of resources, political will 

and/or commitment to enforcing liberal values on the part of external actors.86 

Conversely, Ottaway cites Bosnia as an example of a “maximalist” approach in which the 

international community provided ample resources to implement the democratic 

reconstruction model. The results, she argues, were modest and call into question the 

validity of the model itself. Though the country has remained at peace, its democratic 

institutions are weak and elections have returned power to nationalist leaders. The 

Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC), much like South Sudan, is an example of the 

“maximalist model without backing.” Two indispensable ingredients are missing in such 

cases: the political will of the local parties to negotiate seriously and the commitment by 

the international community to force them to stick to a signed agreement.87 

     There exist many variations of the liberal peace as it has been interpreted and 

promoted in different societies. The international community, “consists of a multitude of 

actors that come to the field… with a variety of understandings of what needs to be done, 

and how.”88 The vigor with which the liberal peace is imposed often depends on the 

strategic importance of the target country. Equally important is the extent to which actors, 
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structures and networks in the target country are able to avoid, subvert or resist liberal 

peace interventions.89 The fundamental tenets of liberalism appear to be inappropriate for 

building peaceful, stable and effective governance structures, or societal orders, in fragile 

states.90 Although this analysis scrutinizes the liberal paradigm, the argument is that 

structural conditions in South Sudan and within the international system are ultimately 

much more consequential to the outcomes than the nature of the reform agenda. It would 

therefore be a mistake to assume that the push to implement a liberal peace model is 

largely responsible for the persistent conflict and state fragility in South Sudan, rather 

than simply being woefully ill-equipped to address a complex and difficult situation. 

 

3.6 De Facto Statehood and Rebel Governance 

Scholars increasingly emphasize the need for de facto statehood to be established before 

stability and political or economic development can be achieved. The difficulties in 

attaining classical Weberian statehood in much of Africa have caused scholars to look 

towards the state building capacity of more localized forms of wartime authority.91 Rebel 

governance practices often fill the vacuum of social order created by civil war and can 

create structures that endure into peacetime politics.92 While the term “government” 

refers to an authority that has the power to enforce laws by exercising control over the 

means of coercion within a defined territory, “governance” includes these formal 
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institutions but also refers to informal mechanisms.93 According to Zachariah Mampilly’s 

typology, effective governance depends on an insurgent group’s capacity to provide 

security for and police civilians, establish dispute resolution mechanisms, deliver public 

goods and, ideally, encourage civilian participation in governmental issues.94   

     The dominant view of the state has traditionally been a romanticized and Euro-centric 

picture of a powerful Leviathan that is able to bend social forces to its will.95 A corollary 

to this view, rebel groups in the developing world are commonly portrayed merely as 

predatory warlords that are synonymous with criminality, disorder and state failure. In 

contrast, critics of liberally imposed peace-building tend to adopt a normative stance in 

favor of “hybrid” forms of post-conflict governance that characterize rebels as a positive 

reflection of a more organic or locally-owned reconstruction process. In reality, armed 

actors can be predatory and extractive or locally embedded and welfare enhancing. 

Although the term “warlord” is certainly valid when applied to some violent actors, many 

other insurgencies are more successful than the central or de jure state at fulfilling the 

empirical functions of a state and enjoy a greater degree of legitimacy at the local level.96 

     Adrian Florea defines de facto states as “territories where two rival sovereigns, a 

legally sovereign government and an empirically sovereign rebel movement, compete for 

power and engage in a gamut of governance activities.”97 What separates de facto states 

like Somaliland from other types of non-state violence monopolists is their goal of 

independence, along with their relative success at constructing a functional bureaucratic 
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and administrative apparatus of statehood. The legitimacy of de facto states is derived 

internally based on their ability to ensure the voluntary compliance of civilians by 

upholding their end of the social contract. This entails securing military control over a 

defined territory, establishing parallel administrative structures, organizing regularized 

extraction/taxation and providing public goods, such as health care and education. Armed 

groups can also develop various political institutions, such as political wings, resistance 

councils, elected parliaments, civilian forums and local governing authorities.98 

     Scholars offer various theories to explain why some rebel groups are overwhelmingly 

predatory and others are associated with more socially beneficial outcomes. Taking an 

agent-centred approach, Mampilly argues that variations in the way insurgents govern 

civilian populations are the product of the initial preferences of the rebel leadership, 

along with their interactions with a variety of local and international actors. The 

institutions that an armed group develops reflect the ideological and strategic concerns of 

the society in which they operate, as rebels must contend with pre-existing political 

orders and the collective actions of citizens that can either impede or assist their strategic 

plans. Variations in governance outcomes, Mampilly argues, result from a series of 

complex negotiations between the incipient state actors and powerful forces in society. 

Where rebel leaders feel minimal immediate pressure from society, governance 

institutions will tend to be weaker and reflect the interests of the rebel command.99 

     Martin, Piccolino and Speight offer a typology that places rebel groups into four 

quadrants. First, in areas where the local support base of ex-rebels is weak and the 

authority of rebel actors is supported by vertical ties to the state, local authority is 
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characterized by predation. Second, benevolent warlords emerge from situations where 

rebel commanders benefit from strong local-level ties but lack the resources and formal 

recognition of their authority that come from allying with national-level actors. Third, 

state capture occurs where armed groups fail to cultivate local bases of support during the 

war, but the authority of rebel commanders is elevated through national-level ties to the 

central state. Finally, rebels-into-statesmen combine strong local support with the 

material and ideational advantages derived from holding alliances with state elites.100 

     Florea argues that the variability in governance activities is shaped by the nature of the 

threat environment in which a rebel group operates, the organizational structure of the 

separatist movement and the amount/type of resource endowments that are available to its 

leaders. The organizational structure of the insurgency relates to whether it is unitary or 

fragmented, with the latter being associated with diversion of resources and factional 

infighting rather than the institutionalization of a governance apparatus. In addition, when 

forced to rely on endogenous forms of revenue generation (e.g. taxation), rebel groups 

will be motivated to engage in more extensive governance practices. Conversely, where 

rebel leaders have access to lootable mineral resources and various forms of international 

patronage, they are disincentivized from undertaking governance activities.101 

     Building off these theories, this analysis of South Sudan concludes that lasting 

stability and long-term institutionalization depend on the ability of the formal state and/or 

rival groups to establish de facto statehood within a clearly defined territory. Most states 

in Africa are in fact hybrid orders in which the realities of fragmented power and weak 

territorial control force ruling elites to turn to a combination of patrimonialism and 
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coercion. The reality of institutionalization described by Tilly presents state formation as 

the residue of violent or non-violent contests within society and patron-client negotiations 

between the state, civilians, the holders of capital and opposition rebel or militia groups. 

An agent-centred approach, such as the one presented by Mampilly, cannot fully account 

for the broader structural conditions both in South Sudan and within an anarchic 

international states system that condition the actions of African ruling elites. 

     For Mampilly, the Hobbesian view that the absence of a monopoly of force will 

necessarily produce anarchic conditions has limited our understanding of the governance 

functions performed by non-state actors in conflict zones.102 Where state authority is 

displaced following violent rebellions, Florea contends, internal anarchy does not 

automatically ensue. Rather, where there is no monopoly of force, the state is joined by a 

plethora of actors who compete in providing governance functions to civilians.103 The 

reality of South Sudan demonstrates, however, that fragmented territorial control and 

disagreements over the nature of the political settlement are associated with conflict and 

necessitate that ruling elites resort to patron-client bargaining. The inability for any single 

entity to achieve a hegemonic position in society has produced a situation of fragmented 

territorial control in which non-state actors challenge its sovereignty and civilians are 

forced to depend on more local, often identity-based, expressions of rebel governance. 

     What remains to be seen is whether these conditions are inherent to African states, 

given the nature of their construction, or if these conflicts are evidence of an embryonic 

form of state building.104 Mancur Olsen posited that rebel groups can either view civilian 
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populations as their support base or as a source to be exploited. Olsen contended that 

groups will prefer to be become “stationary bandits” if they can exercise a monopoly on 

the use of force within a territory because the long-term rewards of taxation are greater 

than the petty thievery of the “roving bandit.”105 While some contemporary rebel groups 

in Africa are little more than roving bandits and rely on predatory extraction, others are 

forced to negotiate with civilians in exchange for their loyalty. The contention here is that 

the behavior of ruling elites is conditioned by the historical trajectory of political and 

economic development, the amount/types of resources they draw upon and through the 

nature of their interactions with local, national, regional and global actors.  

 

3.7 The Juridical State 

This study, organized around the policies that define the liberal intitutionalist model as it 

has been applied in South Sudan, is divided into three sections: the development of 

political, economic and security institutions. Although each section discusses an internal 

aspect of state development, these nonetheless react within and are constrained by the 

external or juridical features of statehood. The arbitrary nature of states in Africa, when 

combined with the continent’s complex human and physical geography, presents 

immense structural barriers to the formation of a unified Weberian state. Political 

boundaries in Africa are colonial creations and therefore did not emerge through an 

internal process of state consolidation. In the post-colonial period, by preventing borders 
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from fluctuating according to internal power realities, the externalization state creation 

and border maintenance limits the ability to consolidate power in African countries.106  

     A global consensus has emerged since World War II over the need to maintain fixed 

borders in Africa. A first explanation for this consensus focuses on the politicians who 

gained power across the continent during the period of decolonization. Upon its creation 

in 1963, the Organization for African Unity (OAU) declared Africa’s colonially created 

borders a “tangible reality” that all member-states were forced to respect.107 Although the 

lines drawn by colonial map-makers paid scant attention to traditional boundaries, slicing 

through tribes and ethnic groups, any attempt to untangle this legacy was seen as a recipe 

for endless war.108 The rulers of newly independent states in Africa were not prepared to 

surrender the hard-won gains they had made as political leaders for some uncertain and 

abstract alternate notion of statehood that probably would not have kept them in power.109 

The geographical status quo was then stretched to encompass not only irredentist 

demands at the inter-state level, but also secessionist attempts by domestic groups.110 

     A second explanation for this consensus traces the stability of Africa’s borders to new 

international norms of sovereignty that have developed since the end of World War II. 

Independence in Africa was not granted as a result of having developed individual 

colonies to the point of meeting classical empirical qualifications for statehood. Rather, it 
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stemmed from a change in the global mindset regarding the legitimacy of colonialism as 

an international institution. The concept of juridical statehood speaks to the international 

legal protection for existing states from any powers, internal or external, that seek to 

intervene in, invade, encroach upon or undermine their sovereignty.111 That there exist 

“states-within-states” speaks to a “disjuncture between the territory that is ostensibly 

under the state’s jurisdiction and that which is effectively controlled by the state.”112 By 

failing to reflect internal power realities, Robert Jackson and Carl Rosberg argue that the 

policy of border maintenance fosters “ramshackle regimes of highly personal rule that are 

severely deficient in institutional authority and organizational capability.”113 

     A final explanation for this consensus focuses on the fact that Africa’s boundary 

system was a logical response by colonialists and post-independence leaders to the 

“constraints imposed by the demographic and ethnographic structure of the continent.”114 

Jeffrey Herbst argues that a number of structural obstacles in Africa inhibit any attempt to 

establish more rational frontiers that would lead to fewer political problems than the 

current state system. Because societies in pre-colonial Africa tended to hold few 

allegiances beyond their village, ethnic identities have never provided an adequate guide 

on how to create effective political boundaries. The continent’s topography, “offers little 

in the way of natural frontiers, and many social groupings are actually so fluid that it 

would be impossible to construct a set of boundaries that would assure ethnic peace.”115 
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     As such, the standard approach to conflict resolution generally seeks to reaffirm the 

validity of the existing unit and make it work. Prior to South Sudan’s independence in 

2011, African and Western leaders voiced concerns that this could destabilize parts of the 

continent, emboldening movements in conflict-ridden states like Nigeria or the DRC. 

Secessionist movements are typically seen as precursors to civil war, state failure, 

regional Balkanization and global anarchy. This stems from a belief in the existence of a 

“domino effect” whereby independence for one group will create a precedent that all 

other similarly oppressed groups would be encouraged to follow. Such arguments are 

based on a fear that the fragmentation involved in redrawing Africa’s political map may 

create an unmanageable proliferation of small, fragile, dependent and unviable states.116  

     Another critique of secession as a conflict resolution strategy relates to the fact that 

simply creating new borders cannot, in and of itself, prevent the occurrence of inter-state 

war or result in lower levels of ethnic violence at the intra-state level.117 Drawing new 

borders did not prevent Eritrea and Ethiopia from waging war from 1998 to 2000 or from 

often funding each other’s rebel groups. The triggers of violence along the “Three Areas” 

of Sudan’s new southern border and in Darfur, along with the continued inter-ethnic 

violence in South Sudan, further attest to this reality. Since no state can be ethnically 

pure, redrawing borders risks creating new nervous minorities. Taking the case of 

Rwanda, the creation of separate Hutu and Tutsi states would reorient the political divide 

to being fought along an ever more narrowly-defined ethnic cleavage.118 Recognizing this 

dilemma, Chaim Kaufmann argues that partition can prevent future conflict only if it 
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succeeds in separating warring factions and creates more ethnically homogeneous 

units.119 This means, however, that to be successful partition would require potentially 

disastrous population transfers and near-impossible levels of ethnic homogeneity.120  

     A final argument against secession as a conflict resolution strategy, Jackson and 

Rosberg write that the process in which former colonies were granted independence did 

little to promote their development. Once recognition is conferred, there remain few 

compelling international pressures on a government to engage in state-building. Assured 

that virtually no level of ineptitude will cost them their sovereignty, Africa’s leaders are 

at liberty to neglect development and institutionalization.121 Capitalizing on a set of 

legitimate grievances being articulated by the citizenry, many leaders would rather 

continue benefitting from the process of conflict resolution than undertake the more 

challenging tasks of governance and building or reforming legitimate state structures.122 

     The arguments in favor of reforming the existing state system emerge from the 

arbitrary nature of Africa’s borders. The continent’s legacy of group conflict is tied to the 

fact that European colonizers divided the region into administrative units with little 

concern for ethnic contiguity.123 In one sense, the policy of fixed borders has brought 

stability given that only Eritrea and South Sudan have seceded in post-colonial Africa. If 

stability is taken to mean preventing conflict, state weakness, refugee crises and 

humanitarian disasters, the results have been much less positive.124 The idea of ensuring 
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that statehood lies outside the normal processes of military conquest or voluntary 

affiliation has forced disparate social groups to remain merged into highly unstable 

nation-states.125 Arguments in favor of partition focus on the fact that the inevitable 

disruption caused by state creation would, at times, be less than the profound harm that 

existing states do to their populations on a daily basis.126 

     By creating a logic that impels actors to seize power within artificial territorial spaces, 

colonial borders have been cited as a contributing factor to intra-state conflict. In many 

cases, most prominently Somalia, the international community has preserved the shell of 

a state regardless of its overall weakness. Achieving a strong state requires rulers to 

invest resources and take political risks that threaten the interests of entrenched elites. 

Juridical statehood guarantees a state membership in the community of nations, with all 

the advantages that entails. This acts as an insurance policy that, in the absence of a 

juridical or military threat to a state’s existence, presents a weak ruler with few incentives 

to engage in the costly and dangerous enterprise of controlling the periphery.127  

     Since the end of the Cold War, powerful forces have begun to threaten the territorial 

order of Africa’s states system. The continent’s leaders can no longer automatically count 

on patronage from the superpowers because there remain few realpolitik incentives to 

intervene in their internal struggles.128 With the disintegration of the Soviet Union, the 

international norm that precluded UN-sanctioned multilateral intervention in civil 

conflicts went away. This was compounded by growing evidence that many sovereign 

states have no capacity to control or administer their territories. Since the breakup of 
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Yugoslavia, many conflicts straddle the lines between civil war and interstate conflict. In 

such cases, a growing body of legal and academic writing has justified international 

intervention in defense of human rights against the sovereign rights of a state.129     

     In line with this trend, South Sudan’s vote in 2011 was the “first time that an 

internationally monitored and recognized referendum, actively supported by the AU, was 

held to confirm or end the territorial integrity of an African nation as conferred at 

independence.”130 This evolution in African law represents a normative shift away from a 

prioritization of state security, sovereignty and territorial integrity. Human security, under 

the AU’s Constitutive Act and the UN’s Responsibility to Protect, guarantees the right of 

these organizations to intervene in member-states where war crimes, crimes against 

humanity and genocide have been committed. According to some observers, this sent a 

warning to African states that respect for their sovereignty and territorial integrity is 

subject to an ability to control and represent all sections of society.131 

     There is, however, “no evidence that South Sudan’s secession has made independence 

more likely for other would-be states in Africa, such as Somaliland or Cabinda.”132 While 

South Sudan’s independence may embolden existing secessionist groups and inspire new 

movements, the obstacles to independent statehood remain as formidable as ever. Rather 

than setting a new precedent, South Sudan is most likely an exception to the rule, as 

Africa’s borders seem destined to remain stubbornly resistant to change. A confluence of 

regional and global interests militated in favor of South Sudan that will be difficult to 
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reproduce elsewhere. The post-independence experiences of Eritrea and South Sudan 

have likely reinforced the international community’s predilection for the status quo. 

Although, in cases of military victory, processes of autonomous recovery can produce a 

stable political order and strong state, it is unlikely to be a benevolent one. 

     Eritrean self-determination was the outcome of a struggle lasting three decades against 

the central government in Addis Ababa and internally by the Eritrean People’s Liberation 

Front (EPLF) to consolidate its power by eliminating the Eritrean Liberation Front (ELF). 

In 1991, the EPLF, fighting in parallel with the Tigrayan People’s Liberation Front 

(TPLF) and Oromo Liberation Front (OLF), achieved a military victory against the Derg 

regime. The incoming TPLF-led coalition in Ethiopia allowed Eritrea to secede 

peacefully and, in a referendum, the Eritrean people voted overwhelmingly to establish 

an independent state. After independence in 1993, the EPLF established a cohesive and 

organized state. Eritrea and Ethiopia then waged a deadly war from 1998 to 2000 over 

economic and territorial disputes.133 Thereafter, the negative qualities of such an all-

encompassing movement came to the fore, as the country descended into a “totalitarian 

mini-state.”134 Isaias Afwerki’s government isolated itself internationally through its 

efforts to destabilize the region and became increasingly repressive at home.  

     The difference in post-independence outcomes in Eritrea and South Sudan reflects the 

fact that, unlike the EPLF, the SPLA never achieved a military victory and the SPLM did 

not possess the material to form a de facto state. While the excesses of the ideological, 

militarist and isolationist approach to the liberation struggle have been heightened in the 

post-independence period, the EPLF nonetheless succeeded in establishing a de facto 
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state. Southern Sudan was not a unified political entity that could easily be transformed 

into a viable state. The SPLM/A has never been the only politico-security force in the 

south, as legitimacy is spread amongst numerous breakaway factions, militias and 

traditional leaders.135 The SPLM/A was not prepared to assume the responsibilities of 

governance in an independent state. South Sudan consequently emerged as a state marked 

by internecine conflict, institutional fragmentation and underdevelopment.136 

     As Ole Frahm has detailed, South Sudan’s only partially demarcated territory plays a 

role in shaping personal and group identities. Since 2011, the SPLM/A has been unable to 

extend its authority and realize a monopoly of force throughout what is nominally its 

state territory. The task of governing in South Sudan is hampered by the size of the 

country and the lack of infrastructure. Most notably, many areas cannot be easily reached 

during the rainy season or year-round and are largely left to their own devices. Borders in 

the region are permeable, as neighbouring armies or proxies interfere with South Sudan’s 

international sovereignty and Juba itself is active beyond its borders by supporting rebel 

groups from Sudan. The ruling elite has nonetheless clung to the model of the centralized 

territorial state for reasons of legitimacy, self-preservation and nation-building.137 

Clapham argues that the artificiality of Africa’s borders makes their preservation 

imperative, as they lack any other basis upon which to construct a state and nation.138 

     The state’s inability to “territorialize” its authority, Frahm writes, creates hybridity of 

governance provision that undermines its governmental and territorial legitimacy. These 
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conditions weaken attempts to propagate a national identity that can transcend ethnicity, 

opening up space for the emergence and strengthening of alternative collective identities. 

Post-colonial African states resemble small islets of privilege and authority that are 

connected by corridors of limited governance where, in the absence of the central state, 

local actors exert authority and fulfill the functions of government. Calls for federalism 

and pervasive ethnic violence in South Sudan are evidence of the salience of sub-national 

identities that challenge the state as a source of authority, loyalty and identification. 

Traditional authorities or chiefs primarily govern rural areas in South Sudan and mostly 

apply customary, as opposed to statutory, law. Those non-state rebel or militias groups 

both fill the void of governance and are often themselves sources of insecurity.139 

     Regarding the inter-state effects of secession, partition has not ended the conflicts 

within/between Sudan and South Sudan, but has instead simply reoriented them. The 

existence of oil along the shared border has complicated efforts to determine the 

boundaries between the two states. Unresolved questions over delineating the frontier and 

issues of peace deal implementation opened disputes between groups living along the 

border in Abyei, Blue Nile and South Kordofan. For example, the war of Heglig was 

fought between Khartoum and Juba in 2012 over the oil-rich region between South 

Sudan’s Unity and Sudan’s South Kordofan states.140 Relations have often been strained 

amid South Sudan’s civil war by a tendency to support the other’s opposition groups. 

     Thus far, South Sudan’s experience seemingly vindicates John Stuart Mill’s dictum 

that only those nations that achieve self-determination unaided and on the basis of their 
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own merits can enjoy the benefits of independence.141 This raises questions over why 

powerful members of the international community chose to lobby in favor of partition. It 

was always clear to most observers that Southern Sudan was not a “unified political 

entity that could be transformed automatically into a state.”142 External factors, rather 

than internal ones, were most decisive in South Sudan achieving its independence. 

Unlike in previous historical eras, when statehood reflected an internal process, today 

only the international community is empowered to make decisions on state creation.  

     South Sudan was recognized as a state in 2011 because the SPLM/A benefitted from 

the support of powerful allies acting on its behalf in international platforms.143 

Independence did not come based on the SPLM/A’s ability to achieve a military victory 

or to demonstrate an empirical capacity to govern its territory. The SPLM/A was instead 

the beneficiary of an unanticipated change in the international situation following the 

attacks on 9-11.144 The United States was prompted by Sudan’s support for global 

Jihadist groups to empower the SPLM/A based on a policy under Bill Clinton designed to 

effectuate regime change in Khartoum and then by George W. Bush to separate the 

southern territory from the north. After a prolonged military stalemate, the southern 

rebels leveraged the United States’ support to defeat Khartoum diplomatically.145 

     In an effort to avoid giving birth to a failed state, the United States gave billions in 

humanitarian assistance and millions in security assistance to the SPLM/A, knowing full-

well that most of it was being funneled into the rebel group’s patronage networks. 
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Investments were also made to build up the SPLM/A’s institutions to ensure that the 

newly recognized nation would become a credible and legitimate state.146 Mahmood 

Mamdani argues that, because the Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) was 

driven by American security concerns, the peace deal “perpetuated the worst legacies 

of the liberation war, including the SPLA’s refusal to countenance internal reform, 

and sowed the seeds of the present crisis.”147 Although external actors did prop up the 

SPLM/A and create South Sudan as a juridical state, most fundamentally, the ongoing 

crisis is explained by legacies of economic and institutional underdevelopment.       

    The nature of the state that emerges in the post-conflict period is greatly determined by 

the manner in which a civil war is ended and independence is achieved, or not.148 In 

contrast to South Sudan, Somaliland’s experience of war and lack of recognition have 

assisted in the development of resilient and accountable institutions. Since the Siad Barre 

regime fell in 1991, the only remaining vestige of statehood in South-Central Somalia “is 

the recognition extended to it by others.”149 Conversely, Somaliland’s government has 

established a relatively stable, functioning and democratic state. Somaliland has failed in 

its attempts to garner international recognition because it possesses few strategic 

resources and has minimal significance in terms of global security imperatives. The 

region’s diplomatic isolation, and consequent barriers to receiving foreign financial 

assistance, has facilitated the development of accountable political institutions.150 Many 
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scholars have praised Somaliland’s innovative governance structure that combines 

traditional institutions with a modern parliamentary system.151  

     Therefore, in the modern era, juridical statehood has become more important than 

empirical statehood. The externalization of boundary creation and maintenance inhibits 

the emergence of more rational political entities, forcing incompatible groups to share the 

same state. In the absence of a pre-existing internal process of state consolidation, simply 

redrawing borders in Sudan/South Sudan has thus far not produced stability or led to the 

development of viable state institutions. No matter the approach taken by the 

international community, the continent’s existing states system, in conjunction with 

Africa’s complex ethnic topography, presents a variety of structural barriers that inhibit 

the possibility to build a stable order. As the ensuing analysis will therefore show, while 

it was certainly a mistake to prop up the SPLM/A so vigorously and unconditionally, 

these actions do not fundamentally explain the origins of the crisis in South Sudan. 

 

3.8 Policies and Theories and Political Institutionalization 

A first chapter in this study is focused on the political domain and discusses six policies 

within the liberal institutionalist model, as it has been applied in South Sudan: (1) when a 

civil war breaks out, the first response by global and regional powers is to organize an 

international peace process; (2) the primary objective of the conflict mediation is to form 

a power-sharing arrangement among relevant warring elites; (3) the resulting transitional 

government is expected to include representatives of civil society and opposition parties; 

(4) in multi-ethnic states, there is often a desire among the populous for federalism, or 
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some other form of system of government reforms; (5) the transition period is meant to 

lead the way towards democratic elections; and (6) the international community then 

assists in and supports the long-term process of democratic institutionalization.  

     The first action taken by the international community when responding to a civil war 

is generally to organize an international mediation process. Since the 1990s, efforts to 

democratize wartorn states have become a standard component of virtually every peace 

agreement.152 In South Sudan, the Western governments who sponsored the IGAD-led 

mediation, including the “Troika” (United States, United Kingdom and Norway) and the 

European Union (EU), were promoting a variant of the liberal institutionalist framework. 

The regional states leading the mediation (Ethiopia, Kenya, Sudan and Uganda) and 

warring elites in South Sudan were much more directly concerned with financial interests 

and power calculations. Despite appeals to liberalism and institutionalism written into 

South Sudan peace deals, the warring parties and regional mediators engaged in the peace 

process based on motives that were largely antithetical to the liberal peace model.    

     The international community’s second policy objective in the political domain is to 

convince the main belligerents to enter into some form of power-sharing arrangement. In 

South Sudan, this has involved repeated attempts to bring President Salva Kiir and rebel 

leader Riek Machar into a power-sharing government. Power-sharing draws on the 

concepts of inclusion and institutionalism that are central to the liberal paradigm. When 

disaffected groups are incorporated into the political system, the logic goes, they will feel 

less threatened by the security dilemma brought about by the need to share the same state 

and will therefore develop a vested interest in the proper functioning of state 
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institutions.153 The need to forego liberal principles and work with “tainted” individuals 

is justified by the belief that belligerents are more dangerous if they are aggrieved and 

excluded from the government than if they are included in the political process.154  

     Power-sharing deals in Africa often take the form of “ad hoc concessions intended to 

give opposition groups a stake in transitions to democracy.”155 Such agreements are 

signed under highly unfavorable conditions, forcing mediators to focus on a set of modest 

objectives: “securing a ceasefire, forging agreement on a distribution of senior political 

positions and scheduling a timetable for fresh elections.”156 Power-sharing arrangements 

are unstable because each group cannot resist seeking total power and their strategic 

choices shift based on their relative power positions.157 As Stefan Wolff argues, power-

sharing may satisfy immediate security demands, but embeds arrangements that inhibit 

the prospect of creating strong, democratic and sustainable states.158 This short-term 

solution generates “long-term adverse effects on democracy promotion in post-civil war 

countries because of its institutional pathologies.”159 As such, negotiated settlements tend 

to postpone the underlying fight to formalize a more permanent distribution of power.160 

     A third policy in the political realm associated with the liberal institutionalist model 

involves managing the inclusion of civil society and opposition parties. Inclusive 
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settlements seek to integrate a broad section of national elites into the ruling coalition, 

while exclusive bargains involve a narrower set of elites. Much of the literature operates 

from the standpoint that exclusion is the primary cause of conflict and therefore presents 

inclusion as the cure.161 Other scholars point to how the politics of inclusion in Africa is 

equally a source of division and conflict.162 The peace talks behind Sudan’s 2005 CPA 

excluded civil society and opposition parties, an approach that was heavily criticized. In 

response, the mediators of South Sudan’s 2015 ARCSS and 2018 R-ARCSS sought to be 

much more inclusive. In the end, the interests of the two main warring parties dominated 

the mediation and the other stakeholders were forced to take a back seat. This experience 

underscores the difficulties in forming a broad-based multi-stakeholder forum.163 

     A fourth policy employed by the international community within the political domain 

involves system of government reforms (e.g. federalism). Territorial autonomy is meant 

to address the self-determination demands of minority groups. Power is devolved from 

the central government to regionally concentrated groups using some form of 

constitutionally entrenched system of regional autonomy.164 Federalism, the most 

commonly used approach, describes a system in which power is shared between multiple 

levels of government. Federal arrangements are widely regarded as being better suited to 

mitigate conflict in countries defined by ethnic or territorially based divisions.165  
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     Complications arise from the fact that the parties to a federal arrangement have 

different expectations and criteria for success. The central government is driven by the 

calculation that a dispersal of power will avoid conflict by addressing certain demands of 

identity groups. As has been the case in Ethiopia’s system of ethnic federalism, the 

governing elite may see this arrangement as a mechanism to consolidate its grip on power 

by dividing and weakening regionally based opposition. Ethno-nationalist claimants, on 

the other hand, define success based on enhancing group interests.166 While it is unclear 

what form South Sudan’s federal structure should take, it appears that no institutional 

arrangement is capable of overcoming the country’s weak institutions, the informal 

nature of its politics and the many regional and ethnic cleavages that must be addressed.       

     A fifth policy approach within the political domain, the transition paradigm posits the 

crucial role of elections as the trigger for a self-perpetuating democratization process. A 

central debate exists within the literature on democratization concerning the pace, or 

sequencing, at which elections should be introduced in conflicted societies. For liberal 

interventionists, elections are viewed as the principle means to legitimate the new 

leadership and institutions that emerge from a negotiated settlement to civil war.167 The 

international community is particularly attentive to holding a democratic election as an 

exit strategy and tends to transfer little more than the outward ceremonies or symbols of a 

liberal democratic state.168 These operations suffer from the “fallacy of electoralism,” that 

is, the belief that the mere fact of holding elections will channel political action into 
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peaceful contests among elites and result in public legitimacy.169  

     Holding elections in divided societies encourages politicians to campaign on sectarian 

grounds. Where political parties are organized along ethnic lines, minorities risk being 

excluded from the structures of government.170 Democratic transitions are susceptible to 

failure due to the possibility that the victor of the post-conflict elections may use the 

power it has won to dismantle the agreed upon system and repress the opposition. The 

fear of marginalization may also create incentives for the politically weaker side to return 

to civil war.171 Holding elections prematurely runs the risk of being perceived by the 

parties to the conflict as a “winner-takes-all” game. If the incoming government 

continues with extra-constitutional methods or seeks to delegitimize other groups from 

power, it risks exacerbating feelings of exclusion and generating local resistance.172  

     By introducing elections before a stable political order has been established, liberal 

interventionists have been accused of attempting democratization backwards.173 Michael 

Barnett and Christoph Zurcher argue that, as they push for instant liberalization, state-

builders sow the seeds of further conflict by encouraging rivals to wage their struggle for 

supremacy through markets and ballots.174 In South Sudan and other divided societies, 

ethnic identity provides clear lines to determine which groups will enjoy the privileges 
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that go along with inclusion. Problems result from the fixity of party boundaries and the 

fact that political parties tend to be ethnically based. This creates dividing lines in society 

[e.g. Dinka and Nuer] that appear to be permanent and unalterable. Many of the 

procedures introduced in imported democracies reflect the experience of established 

democratic states. Democratic rules that may be effective where ethnic cleavages are not 

sharp, work differently where such divisions are seen as being static and immutable.175  

     A final policy objective within the political domain, peace processes are meant to 

jumpstart the more long-term development of democratic institutions in the host society. 

International peace- and state-builders focus on building formal state institutions, despite 

the reality that political life in much of Africa operates through informal relations. While 

formal institutions can be defined as those processes that are openly codified through 

widely accepted channels [e.g. a written constitution], informal ones are socially shared 

rules that are usually communicated through back channels.176 Formal institutions tend to 

be weak in much of Africa, where unwritten rules typically hold much more sway. Three 

informal institutions pertinent to struggle for democracy on the continent are corruption 

[aka kleptocracy], clientelism or patrimonialism and “Big Man” presidentialism. 

     Democratic institutionalization is viewed as a technical intervention to be packaged 

and exported from old to new democracies.177 As David Roberts writes, democracy and 

political autonomy are established as the end goal, rather than crucial aspects of the 
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process of state-building itself.178 In weak states, rapid liberalization can unleash societal 

demands before the state has developed the institutional capacity to channel them, 

triggering instability and conflict. Threatened by change, traditional elites attempt to 

thwart the move toward popular rule by fanning the flames of ethnic and nationalist 

conflict.179 There is a general consensus that democracy is only an effective means of 

channeling these grievances if it is backed up by a well-institutionalized state.180 This 

indicates that democracy is not the “source of tolerance but its consequence.”181  

     These six policies within the political domain form the basis of the variant of the 

liberal conflict resolution model that has been applied in South Sudan. The forthcoming 

analysis will raise doubts regarding the ability of external actors to build institutions and 

transport democracy in post-conflict contexts. The central argument is that, given the 

incipient nature of the state in South Sudan and its interactions in an anarchic 

international states system, no matter the approach taken by external actors, liberal or 

otherwise, their reform agenda is unlikely to succeed. State formation is fundamentally an 

internal process that, while conditioned by external factors, operates based on its own 

logic. Attempts to manufacture or build institutions from outside are confronted by this 

reality and, as a result, tend to be ineffective and in some cases even counterproductive. 

     Foreign actors have trouble exporting democracy because national and local elites 

resist democratic institutional changes, fearing that the victorious side of a conflict may 
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lose in elections what it has won in battle.182 Democratic rules and procedures threaten 

the foundation on which most post-conflict regimes rely to maintain control and survive, 

patron-client networks. A democratic peace is associated with norms of good governance 

that, if implemented, would restrict power-holders’ ability to extort and expropriate 

arbitrarily. Those elites who have grown strong and wealthy amid civil war will oppose 

reforms that could endanger their means of rent seeking and predation.183 Unless there is 

a high domestic demand for democracy, no amount of programmatic and financial 

resources will be enough to force local elites to accept the liberal reform agenda.184 

 

3.9 Policies and Theories of Economic Institutionalization 

A second chapter looks at five economic policies that make-up the liberal model as it has 

been applied in South Sudan. These are: (1) establishing a market economy, through a 

focus on economic liberalization and macro-economic stability; (2) establishing 

democratic oversight of the economy and anti-corruption mechanisms; (3) negotiating a 

system of wealth-sharing; (4) using economic sanctions to persuade the warring parties to 

sign a reform laden peace deal and (5) using tax reforms to increase the state’s ability to 

collect revenue internally. These policy goals are confronted by conditions in South 

Sudan that emerge from the incipient nature of the formal state, the informal orientation 

of politics and the presence of oil, which has inhibited the process of institutionalization.   

     A first economic policy goal of the liberal model involves the efforts to move towards 

a market economy. The IFIs have been focused on moving away from subsistence 
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systems, achieving macro-economic stability and liberalizing the economy, including the 

country’s monetary policy and opening the economy up to foreign investment. These 

policies provide new openings for elites to enrich themselves by fostering the illicit 

economy.185 Markets in this context are confronted by the durability of traditional forms 

of wealth distribution and are overshadowed by various military actors.186 Free market 

principles, much like efforts to directly fund and build up the state, can be exploited by 

ruling elites to consolidate their power by manipulating privatization and deregulation 

programs.187 International partners are often “content to accept the image or illusion of 

progress toward these goals,” while local elites simultaneously give priority to private 

accumulation to preserve their power.188 

     A second economic policy focus, liberal interventionists prioritize oversight and anti-

corruption in the extractive industries to ensure that resource contracts, rents and 

dispersals follow the principles of economic good governance. Transparency and 

accountability are international norms aimed at minimizing corruption and malpractice by 

ensuring the oversight of financial institutions. Transparency involves the legal and 

institutional structures that make information about the internal characteristics of 

government practices widely available. Accountability is defined as the “obligation of an 

individual or organization to account for its activities, to accept responsibility for them 
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and to disclose the results in a transparent manner.”189 In South Sudan, such procedures 

have been written into law but are commonly overridden, owing to the weakness of the 

state’s formal institutions and the durability of patron-client governance.190  

     Wealth-sharing is a third economic policy employed as part of the contemporary 

liberal institutionalist model of conflict resolution. This involves dividing up resources 

controlled by the state and relevant government positions in an effort to achieve a stable 

balance among rival groups.191 Philippe Le Billon and Eric Nicholls find that revenue 

sharing is beneficial in terms of the implementation of resource-related instruments and 

short-term conflict settlement, but not in terms of producing a more durable peace. This 

reflects a tendency to compromise what is needed to build a stable post-conflict economy 

for what is needed to end the war.192 This politically driven distribution of state assets and 

positions is accompanied by a tacit agreement on corruption that is embedded into any 

peace accord.193 While government officials seek to protect their power at all costs, rebel 

groups are founded on the basis of strategies to gain greater access to and control over 

state resources, and use such grievances to gain popular support.194  

     Revenue sharing initiatives face many risks of failure. If an arrangement has not 

satisfied all of the negotiating parties, there is a potential for the government to impede 

implementation or for the rebels to become spoilers. The incapacity of a party to enforce 
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a deal within its own ranks can lead to a resumption of conflict by splintering factions 

that reject its contents. Signatories are often duplicitous and use an agreement for tactical 

reasons to rearm, reorganize and relocate troops to achieve their military objectives. 

Furthermore, the parties to the sharing agreement often do not encompass all actors with 

a capacity to prolong the conflict. A perception that the distribution formula benefits 

certain groups more than others can create new grievances or reinforce old ones. Wealth-

sharing has also been criticized for institutionalizing access to state resources by warring 

elites, many of whom are generally tied to human rights abuses during the war.195  

     A fourth economic policy employed by the international community involves using 

sanctions to pressure the warring parties to sign a reform-laden peace deal, implement it 

and to respect human rights along the way. Though a broad-based sanctions regime could 

have disastrous effects on citizens, sanctions that are targeted towards the country’s most 

problematic leaders could serve as an important coercive policy tool. Nonetheless, 

targeted sanctions are easy to evade by warring elites through regional allies, such as 

Uganda in the case of South Sudan. Owing to issues of enforcement, sanctions are only 

able to effect policy in a limited sense and at the margins. As Alex de Waal writes, the 

parties to a conflict will make a rational decision regarding whether the expected costs of 

economic sanctions are higher than those associated with signing a peace deal.196  

     A final economic policy, liberal institutionalists focus on reforming tax systems and 

increasing the state’s ability to collect revenues internally. The idea of there being a 

“resource curse” refers to the fact that a heavy dependence on resource revenues 
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encourages rent seeking, leading to higher levels of corruption, predatory activities and 

inefficient public spending.197 Reducing the state’s dependence on the citizenry to collect 

revenues has a negative effect on political accountability.198 South Sudan, a country 

where nearly all government revenues come from oil, foreign aid and external loans, is 

the prototypical example of a resource curse state.199 During times of oil abundance in 

South Sudan, the government has used the oil money to simply buy off its rivals, but has 

been permitted to ignore the difficult tasks of institutionalization. When the oil money 

dried up in 2012, this produced waves of instability, but also forced the government to 

become more efficient at collecting revenues internally.200 

     These five policies constitute the economic focus of the liberal institutionalist model, 

as it has been applied in South Sudan. These objectives were written into the country’s 

2005, 2015 and 2018 peace deals. The negotiated agreements each called on the SPLM/A 

to create a set of economic institutions designed to provide democratic oversight in the 

management and dispersal of state revenues. Despite the existence of an appropriate legal 

and institutional framework to manage South Sudan’s economy, formal institutions are 

weak and informal behaviors (e.g. clientelism) continue to govern economic life. 

Conditions in South Sudan, including the presence of oil, therefore inhibit the ability to 

successfully implement a liberal institutionalist model. Decreased oil profits since 2012 

have led to heightened instability, but also forced the nascent state to become more 

efficient at collecting revenues internally, a key element of consolidating state power.  
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3.10 Policies and Theories of Institutionalization in the Security Sector 

A third chapter analyzes the efforts by liberal interventionists to reform the security 

sector in South Sudan, and is organized around six policies that have been employed: (1) 

devising a set of ceasefire arrangements that can bring about an immediate peace and 

move the two main warring parties towards forming a unified army; (2) integrating any 

Non-State Armed Groups (NSAGs) operating in the country after a peace deal is signed; 

(3) downsizing the military, cutting security spending, professionalizing the armed forces 

and instilling democratic modes of governance through Security Sector Reform (SSR); 

(4) demilitarizing society more generally through Disarmament, Demobilization and 

Reintegration (DDR) and; (5) using coercive diplomacy to enforce a peace deal, in this 

case by imposing an arms embargo on South Sudan and pursuing accountability through 

transitional justice. The overarching goal of this model of securitization is to apply the 

principles of democratic good governance within the state’s coercive institutions.  

     For liberal interventionists, the first security focus is to negotiate a set of arrangements 

that can bring about a cessation of hostilities in the immediate terms and move the two 

main warring parties towards unifying their armed forces. Specific policies that have 

been employed in South Sudan include: signing and monitoring a ceasefire agreement, 

demilitarizing specific areas, deploying an international protection force, cantonment of 

forces and military power-sharing (i.e. creating a unified army). A number of scholars 

blame the peace process security arrangements negotiated into successive peace deals for 

the immediate sparks of violence in South Sudan. While this is true, the manner in which 
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the army fractured so rapidly and completely in 2013 and 2016 demonstrates that the root 

causes of the conflict run much deeper and are tied to the incipient nature of the state.  

     A second policy focus for liberal interventionists involves the efforts to integrate any 

remaining NSAGs. South Sudan is characterized by a fragmented market of violence in 

which the state must compete with a multiplicity of NSAGs and struggles to establish 

itself as the premier security agency. This complicates efforts to determine which military 

actors should be allowed to sit at the negotiating table. Peace interventions must contend 

with the contradictory imperatives to bolster the state’s monopoly of violence and the 

need to accommodate potential internal or external spoilers (i.e. parties that were either 

left out of an agreement or believe it threatens their interests and use violence to 

undermine the process). A realist approach to dealing with rebel groups focuses on 

eliminating, suppressing or controlling them. Liberal institutionalists, meanwhile, focus 

on offering institutional incentives that address the interests of these actors.201 

     While peace- and state-building activities must be implemented against the vested 

interests of armed actors, progress achieving a secure environment is only possible if the 

most powerful groups are included within the political process.202 An inclusive peace 

agreement may end up entrenching the power of spoilers and thus encourage violence as 

a means of gaining influence. As Denis Tull and Andreas Mehler argue, calls for absolute 

peace process inclusivity risk fuelling conflict by creating an incentive structure that 
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encourages the use of violent insurgency as a bargaining tactic.203 Conversely, the history 

of conflict mediation in South Sudan provides ample evidence that the exclusion is an 

equally volatile proposition.204 The existence of this “inclusion dilemma” again points to 

a deeper causal explanation for the many intractable conflicts and inability to implement 

the liberal model. This also speaks to a tension between the desires to foster a liberal 

democracy with the historical reality that state formation is an inherently violent process. 

     A third policy within the security domain is Security Sector Reform (SSR). The 

current incarnation of SSR emerged after the collapse of the Soviet Union and reflected a 

desire to assist the post-communist countries in creating new security architectures based 

on liberal-democratic principles.205 This same logic was then applied to those former 

client states throughout the developing world that descended into conflict after having 

lost their external benefactors.206 The initial focus was centered on macro-economic and 

budgetary concerns. By reducing public expenditures on bloated security forces, it was 

argued, these savings could be diverted towards development. In response to a number of 

setbacks, the objective shifted to making security institutions more effective, accountable 

and affordable within a framework of democratic norms, rule of law and human rights.207 

SSR is designed to curb abuses committed by members of the security forces by making 
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the sector more professional, transparent and accountable to its citizens.208  

     Liberal interventionists focus on politicization, ethnicization and corruption as being 

the main causes of the dysfunction within the security sector. Other issues identified by 

reformers include a lack of professionalization and oversight mechanisms, bloated force 

sizes, excessive military spending and the inefficient allocation of resources.209 In South 

Sudan, local responses to security challenges are formulated differently than the donor 

SSR policy agenda, leading to breakdowns during implementation.210 In the absence of a 

political settlement, all sides in a civil war feel insecure and are compelled to increase 

their military capacity, rather than downsize their forces, cut spending and place 

democratic controls on their actions. In a context of incipient statehood, the security 

dilemma means that moves by one group to increase their military power and territory 

threaten the interests of other communities, causing them to do same.211 

     A fourth security policy that has been applied in South Sudan is Disarmament, 

Demobilization and Reintegration, or DDR. This policy framework appeared in 1989 and 

has since become a regular feature of contemporary peace agreements. This is a three-

stage process that involves military forces surrendering their weapons, discharging active 

combatants and reintegrating ex-combatants into society. DDR is introduced in the 

aftermath of armed conflict to facilitate the transition of combatants into civilian life. The 

goal is to demilitarize society by disbanding armed groups and eliminating military 
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structures that are outside of state control. DDR policies confront the post-conflict 

security problems associated with an abundance of ex-combatants being left without 

livelihoods or support networks during the transition from war to peace.212 

     Disarmament refers to the collection, safe storage and destruction of small arms, 

ammunition, explosives and other weapons being held either by former combatants or 

groups within the civilian population in a conflict zone.213 Demobilization is a process 

whereby conflicting armed groups are induced to disband elements of their military 

organization and structure, shifting from combatant to civilian status. This usually 

consists of processing combatants in cantonment sites and providing a support or 

reinsertion package to the ex-combatants.214 Reintegration is the long-term social and 

economic process of assimilating ex-combatants into civilian life. The aim is to create 

sustainable livelihoods for ex-combatants and to rebuild social cohesion. The reinsertion 

phase is marked by the provision of a transitional safety net of cash and in-kind payments 

in exchange for a commitment by ex-combatants to permanently lay down their arms.215  

     As Jairo Munive writes, DDR programs in South Sudan operate based on a standard 

template that is not context specific and does not reflect the existing power realities.216 

DDR consists of “top-down interventions by international organizations and national 
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governments without much meaningful participation by local communities or NGOs.”217 

No matter the approach taken by the international community, however, the ability to 

implement these policies in South Sudan is limited by the fact that this approach relies 

heavily on the political will of the warring parties, which has been largely absent.218 

Reintegration attempts must contend with the practice of using the security sector as a 

source of patronage to maintain stability. Faced with an insecure and fluid power 

environment, political and military elites resist attempts to downsize their forces and, 

through cycles of integration, face constant pressures to expand the armed forces. 

     A fifth security policy employed by the international community is to use coercive 

diplomacy as a means to force the warring parties to sign and abide by a reform-laden 

peace deal. Arms embargos seek to stem the international flow of weapons to a conflicted 

state. In a practical sense, arms embargos are hard to pursue, can be easily evaded and are 

incapable of fundamentally changing the behavior of warring elites. The UN Security 

Council moved to impose an arms embargo on South Sudan in 2018, for instance, but 

Uganda and other countries have continued to supply the Kiir regime.219 Another 

accountability measure involves members of the international community pursuing 

transitional justice. Three transitional justice measures were written into South Sudan’s 

2015 peace deal: criminal prosecution, reparations and truth commissions.220 The 

inability to operationalize these transitional justice mechanisms is explained by a fear that 
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prosecuting the civil war’s architects would further destabilize the country.    

     An analysis of this externally driven securitization model illustrates the paradox of 

liberal interventionism, that it violates sovereignty in an effort to build sovereignty.221 

State-building is a conflicted agenda that seeks to push wartorn societies to move in a 

certain direction without formally imposing externally driven agendas or solutions. The 

normative claims at the heart of this enterprise are grafted onto the back of those made by 

the democratic peace model, which contains a number of assumptions about how states 

should be constructed.222 At the heart of these interventions lay a set of Western liberal 

values concerned with adjusting societies to modern norms. In particular, states in the 

modern era are expected to be build through peaceful and democratic means, an approach 

that contravenes the historical record of state formation in early modern Europe.223 

Patron-client systems that are fundamental to managing power relations are also 

identified as the root as the problem, rather than a rational response to crises in the state. 

     The outcomes in South Sudan put into question the international community’s ability 

to transform the security sector along democratic lines in states emerging from conflict. 

These reforms are too narrowly married to an overly optimistic conception of the 

possibility for external manipulation of the security sector.224 There is a need to recognize 

the priorities and needs of the countries being reformed instead of relying so heavily on 

external templates. There is also a need to be more realistic about the types of reforms 

that can be implemented in a context of incipient statehood. Such reforms run counter to 
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the interests of those in power who desire, above all, security and supremacy. 

International and national elites rarely prioritize the same goals because the democratic 

norms upon which SSR and DDR are founded challenge the existing power structures.225  

 

Chapter 3: Conclusion 

The purpose of this theoretical section has been to situate the central research question 

and the forthcoming analysis within the literature on conflict resolution. Ultimately, the 

goal is to explain and understand the disjuncture between the aspirations of the liberal 

model with the peace process outcomes in South Sudan. Many of the flaws with the 

contemporary approach to conflict resolution stem from the reality that “liberal” peace 

processes are driven by foreign actors and must be implemented by local ones, who are 

generally opposed to the goals of liberal reformers. In an effort to secure an immediate 

peace, mediators must often compromise on their ostensibly altruistic objectives, leading 

to illiberal outcomes. National actors are in charge out of necessity, despite the fact that 

these reforms run directly counter to their power interests. Given the nature of the state, 

national actors in South Sudan are compelled to use violence and patron-client bargaining 

to maintain their tenuous grip on power and have avoided implementing liberal reforms. 

     The ensuing analysis identifies a number of factors that limit the capacity of external 

actors to build institutions and transport democracy in states emerging from civil war. 

The internal factors that impede these interventions stem from the arbitrary, weak, 

fragmented and informal nature of state power in South Sudan. Externally, they reflect 

Africa’s arbitrary states system and South Sudan’s interactions within an anarchic 

																																																								
225 Robert Egnell and Peter Halden, “Laudable, Ahistorical and Overambitious: Security Sector Reform Meets State Formation 

Theory,” Conflict, Security and Development (2009): 32. 



	

	 69	

international order. The explanation for the conflict presented here therefore focuses on 

broader structural factors, rather than emphasizing the actions taken by proponents of the 

liberal model. At the same time, the case of South Sudan does illustrate a number of 

flaws with the model itself. The focus on dividing power, holding elections and creating 

formal institutions neglects important aspects of societal legitimacy and accountability.  

     If the liberal model has failed in South Sudan, a first alternative prescriptive approach 

would be to pursue a realist interventionist policy in which foreign powers actively 

determine how the war is ended based on their geostrategic interests. Pursuing this 

strategy comes with the risk of serious blowback. A second alternative would be a policy 

of full-on liberal intervention through a system of international trusteeship or shared 

sovereignty.226 The evidence from Bosnia suggests that simply providing more financial 

and technical support cannot force national elites to act against their interests.227 Both 

liberal and realist interventions risk leading to missions without end that produce 

unsustainable and weak institutions.228 A third policy alternative would call on the 

international community to pursue a policy of total disengagement, allowing the conflict 

to end or persist on its own terms.229 Given the humanitarian imperatives on the ground, 

for many analysts and practitioners, this option cannot even be entertained. 

     As such, every conceivable policy approach has its drawbacks. This speaks to the fact 

that the creation of state institutions is an exceedingly complex endeavor that cannot be 

centrally planned from outside. The literature on state formation in Europe also indicates 
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that this is an internal process that is not amenable to outside influence.230 The approach 

advocated for here therefore calls on the international community to be less involved in 

the process of devising and implementing state institutions, while in the meantime 

focusing heavily on humanitarian objectives. The primary role of external actors would 

be to protect innocents and, by cutting off problematic regimes, to force the state elite to 

depend on and bargain with societal forces for the resources to sustain their power. A 

more effective and realistic approach would therefore involve actually deferring control 

to the national actors, while building off of the existing structures in society.  
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Chapter 4: Political Policies and the Liberal Institutionalist Model 

This chapter details how the liberal institutionalist model is applied in the political 

domain and explains why these policies have broken down in South Sudan. The analysis 

is structured around six policies that define the liberal approach: (1) the first step is to 

organize an international conflict mediation to end a civil war and design a roadmap for 

the make-up of the post-conflict state; (2) the primary goal of the mediation is to reach 

some form of power-sharing arrangement among the most relevant warring parties; (3) 

liberal scholars emphasize the need to create a broad-based multi-stakeholder peace 

process that includes representatives of civil society and other political parties; (4) plans 

are made to reform the system of governance, which in South Sudan has meant 

determining the number of states and implementing a new federal structure; (5) elections 

are to be held at the end of the transitional period; and (6) the international community 

then continues to assist in the long-term process of democratic institutionalization.        

     South Sudan’s leaders have signed three peace deals in the past fifteen years that 

conform to the liberal institutionalist model outlined above. The 2005 CPA was meant to 

resolve Sudan’s second civil war, which began in 1983 and was mainly fought along 

north-south lines. After South Sudan became an independent state in 2011, the country 

quickly descended into civil war in December 2013. An IGAD-led mediation eventually 

produced a peace deal, the ARCSS, in August 2015. A transitional government was 

formed between President Salva Kiir and his main rival, Riek Machar, in April 2016, but 

broke down months later in July of that year. A revitalized peace deal (R-ARCSS) was 

signed in September 2018. After two missed deadlines, a Transitional Government of 

National Unity (TGoNU) was eventually formed in February 2020. 
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     A number of scholars, including Mahmood Mamdani and John Young, overestimate 

the role played by external actors in causing the civil war and the collapse of state 

institutions in South Sudan, as well as the ability of external actors to bring about 

stability.231 Rather, owing to South Sudan’s history of institutional underdevelopment and 

economic marginalization, the realities of incipient statehood drive conflict in the region. 

In many ways, these forms of contentious politics resemble the initial stages of state 

formation in early modern Europe. However, the international processes that produced 

and maintain African states complicate efforts to consolidate state power in the modern 

era. Another variable is South Sudan’s place within anarchic international systems, 

meaning its interactions with regional and global powers.  

     Democratic reforms are difficult to pursue in conflicted states because they run 

counter to the power interests of those entrusted with implementing them. External actors 

that might be a force for democratic change are generally too weak or distracted to be 

effective in implementing the liberal agenda. In an effort to expedite a deal and bring 

about peace in the immediate term, members of the international community are often 

forced to accept compromises to the liberal nature of the model. In practice, the liberal 

model is focused mostly on providing incentives (i.e. access to state power and wealth) to 

persuade warring elites to put aside their differences. The character of the model and the 

policies employed, liberal or otherwise, are much less consequential to the peace process 

outcomes than structural conditions that are largely beyond external manipulation. While 
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the process of state consolidation in any context is a long, messy and arduous 

undertaking, the starting conditions in South Sudan are particularly adverse.   

     By trying to impose an externally mandated reform agenda, these institutions do not 

emerge from the society they are meant to reconcile and therefore lack legitimacy. States 

in Europe were forged through centuries of warfare in which ruling elites were pressured 

by an external threat environment to depend on the citizenry to sustain their power.232 

That states in Africa are “arbitrary” refers to the fact that political units on the continent 

are colonial creations and post-colonial juridical entities that often possess few empirical 

characteristics of statehood. The continent’s boundaries tie together seemingly 

incompatible ethnic groups in the same political unit, thus undermining the state’s 

territorial and governmental legitimacy. As a result, in many places, no single political or 

military force has been able to exert a monopoly of violence over the entirety of the 

state’s legal jurisdiction. Given the informal nature of the African state, politics operates 

primarily through patron-client relations and formal institutions hold little significance. 

     Institutionalization is an internal process that reflects clashes between the state, state-

like actors and other societal forces. The nature of the state emerges from the outcomes of 

these, often violent, clashes and a series of patron-client deals struck with the central 

state. In South Sudan, IGAD’s foreign sponsors provided the liberal template, but the 

regional states heading the mediation and the warring parties were never truly interested 

in this reform agenda. This demonstrates the difficulties in attempting to force national 

actors to implement liberal reforms against their will. Before liberalization can begin, an 

internal process of state consolidation must first take place. Questions remain, however, 
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over who should lead this process, its chances of success, what it might entail in human 

rights terms and what the end result may be. Roland Paris and Christoph Zurcher argue 

that, despite the compromises that are needed to reach a deal and inevitable setbacks 

during peace deal implementation, pursuing the liberal peace in some form is still a 

worthwhile endeavor.233 However, an analysis of South Sudan indicates that liberal 

peace- and state-building efforts have a minimal influence on the actual outcomes. 

 

4.1 Conflict Mediation 

A first action taken by the international community in response to civil war is to organize 

a conflict mediation process. After providing an overview of the IGAD-led mediation for 

South Sudan that began in January 2014, an analysis is then presented of the most 

influential actors within the mediation and how their interests have affected the peace 

process. Relevant multilateral institutions in the South Sudan peace process included 

IGAD, the African Union (AU) and United Nations (UN). The key regional states driving 

the IGAD mediation have been Ethiopia, Uganda, Sudan and Kenya, while Tanzania’s 

ruling party spearheaded a parallel peace process aimed at reuniting the fractured SPLM. 

Global state players, notably the United States and China, have also been influential. 

     As will be demonstrated here, South Sudan’s interactions within anarchic regional and 

global political systems undermine the ability to implement a liberal peace model. The 

mediation’s Western sponsors, including the United States and EU member-states, 

pushed for liberal reforms to be included in the peace deal. The regional heads of state 

were either resistant or ambivalent to these ambitions. At various points, Ethiopia, Sudan, 

																																																								
233 Paris, At War’s End (2004); Zurcher, “Building Democracy While Building Peace,” (2011): 81-95.   



	

	 75	

Uganda and Kenya have been dominant players within the South Sudan mediation. The 

United States previously took control of the Sudan peace process from 2001-2005, 

through the regional management of Kenya. IGAD is the institutional mechanism through 

which the interactions between these regional and global powers are directed. At the end 

of the day, the IGAD member-states are concerned with their own, frequently conflicting, 

national interests, rather than the goal of promoting democratization in South Sudan. 

     The idea of forming an international mediation process is in line with the liberal ideals 

of consensus-making and relying on institutional mechanisms to channel grievances. The 

mediation effort is meant to provide a diplomatic forum for competing interests to 

interact in the hopes of achieving lasting peace. In this approach, political processes 

reflect a managed dialogue between the international community and a select few warring 

elites. The institutions written into a peace deal therefore have little purchase on the 

ground with raw power actors and lack relevance to citizens. Although there is value in 

mediating an immediate cessation of hostilities, it is unrealistic to expect an international 

peace process to produce lasting peace and lead to the emergence of a consolidated 

democratic state. Because institutions are in fact the “residue” of the many conflicts 

within a society, there is no feasible way to bypass this long and arduous process. 

 
4.1.1 Overview of the IGAD-led Mediation for South Sudan (December 2013-present) 

When South Sudan’s civil war broke out in December 2013, a team of three mediators 

from IGAD countries was selected to lead the peace process. Ambassador Seyoum 

Mesfin of Ethiopia was named chief mediator, supported by General Lazaro Sumbeiywo 

of Kenya and General Mohamed al-Dabi of Sudan. Uganda, as a belligerent party in the 

conflict, was not given a special envoy. Norway and other European partners funded the 
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mediation, with supplemental contributions provided by the United States. Though the 

chief mediator sought counsel from a group of senior international diplomats, including 

members of the Troika (United States, United Kingdom and Norway), the UN and EU, he 

maintained a tight circle of strategic advisors, among them his deputy mediator, his 

Ethiopian chief of staff and a few trusted American diplomats.234 

     President Kiir’s SPLM-in-Government (SPLM-IG) or “SPLM-Juba” and Machar’s 

SPLM-IO agreed to a ceasefire deal on January 23, 2014. The SPLM-IO subsequently 

boycotted the peace talks over ceasefire violations, the continued presence of Ugandan 

troops in South Sudan and the government’s failure to release a group of eleven 

influential political detainees. On February 13, the rebels re-joined the talks after the 

SPLM-IG released seven of the detainees into the custody of Kenyan President Uhuru 

Kenyatta in Nairobi. Upon their release, ten of these “Former Detainees” or SPLM-

Leaders entered the peace talks as a separate delegation.235 IGAD initiated an inclusive 

phase of the mediation in June 2014 that was initially suspended after the SPLM-IO 

boycotted the talks over the selection process of civil society delegates.236  

     At an IGAD extraordinary summit held on August 25, 2014 in Addis Ababa, the 

regional heads of state endorsed a framework document called the “Protocol on Agreed 

Principles on Transitional Arrangements.” During the September 22 to October 5 round 

of talks in Bahir Dar, the most significant advances involved overturning changes made 

to the Protocol by the IGAD leaders, notably the clause preventing the SPLM-IO 

																																																								
234 Zach Vertin, “A Poisoned Well: Lessons in Mediation from South Sudan’s Troubled Peace Process,” International Peace Institute 

(2018): 7. 

235 In May 2014, the four remaining detainees were released after the charges against them were stayed owing to a lack of evidence. 

Only Ezekiel Gatkuoth of the eleven Former Detainees elected to join Machar’s SPLM-IO; Jok Madut Jok, Abraham Awolich and 

Nhial Tiitmamer, “Release of South Sudan’s Political Detainees,” Sudd Institute (2014): 1-7. 

236 Zacharia Akol, “Inclusivity: A Challenge to the IGAD-Led South Sudanese Peace Process,” Sudd Institute (2014): 1-15. 



	

	 77	

nominated prime minister from running for public office in the next election.237 President 

Kiir also agreed to revise the Protocol to take away the president’s power to veto the 

SPLM-IO’s nominee for prime minister. Machar was, however, only being offered a 

ceremonial role with no executive power, while the rebels wanted a replica of the 

Ethiopian system in which the prime minister holds all of the decision-making power.238 

     Following an IGAD leaders summit held in Addis Ababa on November 7, 2014, the 

warring parties sought a “15-day” period of consultation with their respective bases. 

When the talks finally resumed from December 18-22, the consultative conferences had 

widened and hardened the positions on both sides. On February 1, 2015, the parties 

signed a compromise text outlining the “Areas of Agreement” for a future transitional 

government.239 After the mediation resumed on February 22, Kiir and Machar held face-

to-face negotiations from March 3-6 in Addis Ababa that failed to produce a 

breakthrough. Beginning in April 2015, an SPLA offensive swept through southern Unity 

state, razing villages, killing civilians, taking cattle and abducting women.240  

     In an attempt to overcome the harmful regional dynamics that had nearly paralyzed 

the peace process, the IGAD mediation was reconfigured as “IGAD-Plus.” The IGAD 

mediators and heads of state were joined by the Troika, China, five AU member-state 

(Algeria, Chad, Nigeria, Rwanda and South Africa), the AU and the EU. In June 2015, 

Kenyan President Uhuru Kenyatta spearheaded an initiative to revive diplomatic efforts 
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by merging the IGAD mediation in Addis Ababa with the Intra-SPLM Dialogue being 

held in Arusha. On June 3, as part of efforts to implement a party agreement signed in 

Arusha on January 21, 2015, Kiir reinstated a number of the Former Detainees to their 

previous positions, including Pagan Amum as SPLM Secretary General.241  

     Before signing the ARCSS on August 26, 2015, President Kiir produced a document 

detailing a list of 16 reservations and warned that many core aspects of the deal “will 

simply prove untenable.”242 Opponents to the ARCSS on the government side included 

the Jieng Council of Elders, Information Minister Michael Makuei, SPLA Chief of Staff 

Paul Malong and state officials in the Bahr el-Ghazal region.243 Several senior generals, 

including Peter Gadet, Gathoth Gatkuoth and Gabriel Tanginye, defected from the SPLA-

IO after Machar signed a peace deal that did not represent their interests.244 The Joint 

Monitoring and Evaluation Commission (JMEC), an IGAD-Plus initiated oversight 

mechanism with participation from South Sudanese stakeholders, was established in 

October 2015 to oversee implementation of the ARCSS. According to Zach Vertin, 

“because IGAD heads of state were reluctant to cede authority to, or robustly back, the 

oversight body, it struggled to enforce the deal or hold the parties accountable.”245  

     On April 26, 2016, six months behind schedule, Machar returned to Juba and was 

sworn in as First Vice-President of South Sudan. Latent tensions remained, as forces 

loyal to the two leaders remained stationed in separate encampments, maintaining barely 
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any contact.246 From July 7-11, 2016, fighting erupted in Juba between soldiers loyal to 

Kiir and Machar. SPLM-IO forces sustained heavy casualties and Machar was driven out 

of South Sudan. On July 23, 2016, a faction of the SPLM-IO’s political wing selected 

Taban Deng Gai to replace Machar as First Vice-President. Most opposition generals and 

militias remained loyal to Machar or other leaders, leading to a further fracturing of the 

opposition. Although an uneasy calm returned to Juba, the war, which had previously 

been concentrated in Greater Upper Nile, spread to the Equatorias and other areas.247  

     Coordinated pressure by IGAD member-states to enforce the agreement dissipated in 

favor of bilateral arrangements dictated by national security and economic interests. In 

January 2017, with Machar under house arrest in South Africa, IGAD began referring to 

the “framework” of the agreement being implemented with different actors.248 On 

December 14, 2016, President Kiir announced that his government would host a national 

dialogue to pick up from where the SPLM Unification process in Arusha had left off. Kiir 

appointed the members of the Steering Committee via decree, many of whom had close 

ties to the regime.249 Refusing to participate, Machar saw the national dialogue as an 

attempt to scuttle implementation.250 On November 16, 2017, the SPLM-IG, SPLM-IO 
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under Taban Deng and a number of the Former Detainees signed an SPLM reunification 

agreement in Cairo under the auspices of the leaders of Uganda and Egypt.251 

     In December 2017, IGAD launched a High-Level Revitalization Forum (HLRF) that 

was designed to restore the permanent ceasefire, implement the 2015 peace deal, develop 

a new constitution and put forward a revised timeline for elections.252 This phase of peace 

talks included a half dozen armed opposition groups that were not aligned with Machar’s 

SPLA-IO and coalesced under the South Sudan Opposition Alliance (SSOA) umbrella 

group.253 When a revitalized peace deal, the R-ARCSS, was signed on September 12, 

2018, this initiated an eight-month timetable for implementation that was to be followed 

by a 36-month transitional period.254 In the first six months of the pre-transitional period, 

implementation was ongoing on nine provisions, four were minimally implemented, four 

were at intermediate levels and only one provision was completed.255 After the deadline 

to form the transitional government was missed in May and November 2019, the terms 

for Machar’s return to Juba were eventually reached in February 2020.  

 

4.1.2 Multilateral Actors in the South Sudan Peace Process (IGAD, AU and UN) 

IGAD, an East African regional body, took charge of the mediation for South Sudan, 
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while other multilateral actors, namely the AU and UN, have played a minor role. IGAD 

does not speak with a single institutional voice. The Secretariat has its own thinking and 

autonomy. Then there is the collection of Heads of State and Government with different 

interests and varying levels of power within IGAD. The mediation team for South Sudan 

was established as a unit of IGAD by the member-states, but was not an institution of the 

regional body.256 The mediation was not always united due to the competing national 

interests of the special envoys, while the regional leaders were even more beholden to 

national interests. This led to differences of opinion and power struggles between/within 

the mediation team and the heads of state at the IGAD summit level.257 Because IGAD’s 

political force comes from its member-states and donors, when the interests of its 

sponsors do not converge, political support for the mediation is weakened.258 

     IGAD could not present a unified policy orientation given that it is, by its nature and 

design, a reflection of the interests of its member-states and foreign sponsors.259 The 

special envoys from Ethiopia, Kenya and Sudan who formed the mediation team suffered 

from a lack of full mandate and independence. Regional rivalries were worsened by the 

centralization of decision-making at the heads of state level, which led to a lack of 

institutionalization within IGAD. When the mediation team reached an impasse in the 

negotiations, it would often resort to an IGAD leaders summit in an effort to stir the 

warring parties to action. What happened at those summit meetings would often reverse 

the work of the mediation team. The government in particular favored engaging directly 
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with the IGAD leaders at a series of initiatives in Kampala, Khartoum and Nairobi.260 In 

negotiating the ARCSS, IGAD held six extraordinary summits of the Heads of State and 

Government with resulting Communiqués and three additional summit meetings.261 

     As the IGAD Chair, Ethiopia became the driving force behind the mediation. Among 

the regional powers, there were allegations of competition between Ethiopia and Kenya 

over which country should lead the mediation. Mutual distrust between Uganda and 

Sudan, two countries directly involved in the conflict, complicated efforts at the heads of 

state level. The rebels used the issue of Uganda’s military intervention in South Sudan to 

question IGAD’s impartiality.262 Uganda’s influence on the mediation itself was minimal, 

as there were hardly any Ugandans in the mediation’s secretariat and none at the senior 

level.263 Faced with these regional divisions, the mediators resisted much of the advice 

offered by its international partners, including the Western Troika and the EU.264   

     The interference of regional interests was evidenced by the handling of the August 25, 

2014 Protocol on Transitional Arrangements, a framework document that was meant to 

guide the negotiations. After the mediators tabled a draft version that had been compiled 

following a series of multi-stakeholder negotiations, the IGAD heads of state unilaterally 

changed the Protocol. The final document stripped the prime minister position of 

executive power, mandated that this person needed to be acceptable to the president and 

would be barred from running in the elections at the end of the transition.265 The other 

stakeholders accused the regional leaders of siding with the government and refused to 
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sign the framework agreement. The handling of the Protocol was one episode among 

many that reflected a desire on the part of the IGAD heads of state, Uganda’s Yoweri 

Museveni in particular, to manipulate the mediation in favor of their strategic interests.266  

     According to Mamdani, the September 2018 R-ARCSS was designed to consolidate 

the reign of Kiir to enable Presidents Museveni of Uganda and Omar al-Bashir of Sudan, 

who was subsequently deposed in 2019, to exploit South Sudan’s natural resources.267 

The Sudanese officials who acted as mediators came prepared with their own proposed 

language and attempted to coerce an agreement. Khartoum worked to sideline the Former 

Detainees, many of whom are anti-Khartoum former John Garang acolytes. Ethiopia, 

Kenya and Western partners were put off by Sudan’s aggressive and unilateral approach. 

Much like the 2015 ARCSS that preceded it, to date, no guarantor has stepped up to 

enforce the peace accord, with the Western Troika and IGAD states trading blame.268 

     The history of conflict mediation in Sudan further demonstrates the tension between 

IGAD as a regional organization seeking to play a meaningful role in conflict resolution 

and IGAD the political forum, characterized by mutual suspicion, alliance building, 

power plays among member-states and the dominance of its external sponsors.269 The 

first Sudan peace process (1993-2001) was made possible by a period of constructive 

relations that existed in the region from 1991 to 1993, precipitated by the rise to power of 

Meles Zenawi in Ethiopia and Isaias Afeworki in Eritrea.270 In 1993, IGAD’s precursor, 
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the Inter-Governmental Authority on Drought and Development (IGADD), created a 

Standing Committee to head the mediation chaired by Kenyan President Daniel Arap Moi 

and made up of the foreign ministers of Ethiopia, Eritrea and Uganda to Kenya. Western 

countries formed the Friends of IGADD to support the talks.271  

     IGADD’s fortunes were tied to a favorable regional alliance structure that broke down 

from 1994 to 1998.272 Eritrea broke off relations with Sudan in January 1994, accusing 

Khartoum of sponsoring Islamist rebel groups inside its borders. Uganda followed suit, 

accusing Khartoum of supporting the Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA). Ethiopia did the 

same in 1995 after Sudan’s involvement in an attempt on Egyptian President Hosni 

Mubarek’s life in Addis Ababa. In May 1998, a breakthrough occurred after Khartoum 

agreed that the principle of southern self-determination would be upheld through a 

referendum. Thereafter, the peace process was stalled when the regional alliance structure 

was convulsed by the outbreak of war between Ethiopia and Eritrea in May 1998.273  

     IGAD-led negotiations took place at some point each year from 1997-2001, but led to 

no real progress. As the process went on, the mediators’ hostility toward Sudan and 

partiality in favor of the SPLM/A caused this forum to lose its ability to influence 

Khartoum.274 The second Sudan peace process (2001-2005) commenced after IGAD 

appointed the Kenyan Special Envoy, General Sumbeiywo, to lead a team of mediators 

that included the ambassadors of Ethiopia, Eritrea and Uganda to Kenya. The experience 

of IGAD as an institution during the second Sudan peace process was also one of 
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administrative and political weakness. Although IGAD was mandated to conduct the 

mediation, was given funds to establish a secretariat and provided a formal structure, the 

regional body had minimal influence. From 2001 to 2005, the mediation was then 

dominated by the United States, operating through the regional management of Kenya.275  

     Other relevant multilateral institutions in South Sudan’s civil war took a back seat 

based on the principle of subsidiarity (i.e. the policy of deferring to the regional economic 

communities in conflict mediation). The AU was also preoccupied, through its High-

Level Implementation Panel (AUHIP) that was set up to oversee the 2005 CPA, with 

unresolved north-south issues.276 In June 2015, a revised mechanism took the form of an 

expanded “IGAD-Plus” that envisioned an enhanced role for the AU and five of its 

member-states. Former Malian President Alpha Oumar Konoré was appointed AU envoy 

for South Sudan. Though the goal was to overcome the harmful regional dynamics within 

IGAD, the participation by AU member-states had little impact on the mediation.277 

     The UN Security Council and General Assembly backed the IGAD peace process, but 

otherwise these institutions played a limited political role in South Sudan. The decision 

not to create an International Contact Group under UN auspices to facilitate coordination 

between international actors in mid-2014 left IGAD in the driver’s seat. Divisions within 

the Security Council, pitting China and Russia against a series of resolutions initiated by 

the United States, prevented the UN from using its leverage over the warring parties. The 

UN Mission in South Sudan (UNMISS) was highly charged given the accusations from 

the President Kiir that the organization was overly sympathetic towards Machar’s SPLM-
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IO. As a result, the UN mission’s role was limited to the task of hosting more than 

200,000 internally displaced persons (IDP) within its bases.278   

 

4.1.3 Regional States Involved in the South Sudan Peace Process 

Ethiopia was the driving force behind the South Sudan peace talks that produced the 

ARCSS in August 2015. Motivated by a desire for regional stability and to enhance its 

power within IGAD, Ethiopia tried to remain neutral on South Sudan, though its national 

policies and those as IGAD Chair were not always aligned. Addis Ababa’s sympathies 

were initially tilted in favor of the SPLM/A-IO, given the large presence of ethnic Nuer 

in both countries.279 After the July 2016 violence, the Ethiopian government’s allegiances 

shifted towards the Kiir regime. As evidence, after Machar was barred from entering 

Ethiopia, then-Prime Minister Hailemariam Desalegn received the new First Vice-

President, Taban Deng Gai, in September 2016 and President Kiir in October 2016. After 

taking power in April 2018, Abiy Ahmed was forced to focus on internal stability, which 

allowed Sudan to take over leadership of the HLRF peace process in 2017.280 

     A number of policy determinants complicate Ethiopia’s role as a mediator, including 

refugee inflows, rebel activity along the border and cross-border raiding.281 South 

Sudan’s conflict has caused an influx of hundreds of thousands of refugees that has upset 

the delicate balance between Nuer and Anuak communities in Ethiopia’s bordering 
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Gambella region.282 Ethiopia initially used its role within IGAD to alienate its rival, 

Eritrea, diplomatically, but the two countries reestablished relations in 2018.283 A final 

set of interests that drive Ethiopia’s engagement in South Sudan relate to how the civil 

war affects the Grand Ethiopian Renaissance Dam (GERD) being constructed on its 

border with Sudan, a project that Egypt sees as a threat to its access to the Nile waters.284 

     Uganda intervened militarily early on in South Sudan’s civil war, sending troops and 

warplanes to fight alongside the government forces commanded by President Kiir. The 

Ugandan People’s Defense Force (UPDF) intervention is widely credited with saving 

Kiir’s government by halting the opposition’s January 2014 assault on Juba.285 

Kampala’s military intervention angered Ethiopia and prompted Khartoum to initially 

provide clandestine support to the SPLA-IO. These sponsorship tactics and the broader 

regional impasse greatly shaped the national-level talks on South Sudan.286 Kampala’s 

interests in South Sudan are driven by a desire to weaken its enemy in Khartoum and a 

visceral dislike of rebel leader Machar, two parties linked to the LRA in the past.287 The 

relationship between Presidents Kiir and Museveni is complicated by the fact that many 

of the Former Detainees (“SPLM-Leaders”) are among Uganda’s strongest ideological 
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allies, while some in Kiir’s inner circle have strong links with Khartoum.288 

     Kampala’s interests lay in protecting its benefits from trade with South Sudan by 

sustaining an allied regime under Kiir.289 With no role in the mediation, Museveni 

focused on securing Uganda’s interests on the ground in South Sudan and at the IGAD 

heads of state level within the mediation. Kampala exerted a dominant influence over 

strategic decisions made in Juba and at times even drafted the government’s positions at 

the mediating table.290 Museveni agreed to seek a power-sharing deal through IGAD, but 

did not put his full weight behind these efforts. Kampala favored the Arusha dialogue that 

would return the Former Detainees to Juba and exclude the military arm of the 

opposition, the SPLA-IO.291 Museveni was accused of emboldening Kiir in his military 

offensives, making him less inclined to compromise or abide by IGAD resolutions.292  

     Power struggles between the presidents of Uganda and Sudan at the IGAD heads of 

state level consistently undercut efforts to narrow the positions of the two warring parties. 

SPLM-IO delegates claimed that IGAD failed in its mandate because neighboring 

countries (i.e. Uganda) have not acted as impartial mediators and were too involved in the 

conflict.293 IGAD officials argued that, if you think about the office of mediation and 

IGAD as an institution in separate terms, then there existed no conflict of interest.294 

While Uganda did not have a role within the mediation, Uganda always had considerable 

influence at the IGAD leaders summits where the proposals were drafted. The Ugandan 
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president was also deeply involved in the intra-SPLM dialogue that led to the 2017 Cairo 

Declaration and the IGAD-led HLRF that produced the 2018 R-ARCSS. 

     Sudanese President Bashir was influential at the IGAD heads of state level, while 

Vice-President Mohammed al-Dabi was one of three special envoys mediating the talks 

that produced the 2015 ARCSS and in 2018 Foreign Minister Al-Dirdiri Mohamed 

Ahmed took charge of the revitalized mediation. Khartoum has played all sides in South 

Sudan’s civil war, at times privately supplying the SPLA-IO in an effort to counter 

Uganda’s military intervention on the side of Kiir, while publicly building ties with Juba 

and acting as a mediator at the peace talks.295 Officials in Khartoum resigned themselves 

to working with Kiir and Machar in an effort to keep their most hard-line opponents, the 

SPLM-Leaders or Former Detainees, in political exile.296 

     Challenges between the two Sudans that influence Khartoum’s actions at the peace 

talks revolve around three tensions: armed groups, oil and the border. Bilateral relations 

were damaged by the SPLA’s support for and use of Sudanese opposition rebel groups.297 

With Sudan’s economy hurting from the loss of oil production in South Sudan and 

following accusations that Juba was not living up to its promises to stop backing or 

harboring Sudanese rebels, in June 2018 the Sudanese government took up the mantle in 

mediating the South Sudan peace talks in Khartoum.298 The overthrow of the Bashir 

regime in 2019 and the issues in transferring power from the Transitional Military 

Council (TMC) to civilian rule effectively stalled Sudan’s role in the mediation. 
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     Diplomatic efforts within IGAD managed to pull Uganda and Sudan back from more 

aggressive posturing toward a resolution of the war that both could support. Critical to 

the ARCSS was an agreement on the withdrawal of Ugandan forces and the repatriation 

of Sudanese rebel groups, negotiated at the IGAD heads of state level.299 The pullout of 

UPDF troops missed the 45-day deadline but was completed by November 2015.300 A 

regional détente has emerged between Kampala and Khartoum through a series of senior-

level meetings that have taken place since mid-2014. In February 2015, after the two 

countries announced the formation of a Joint Security Committee, Uganda told the Sudan 

Revolutionary Front (SRF) leadership that it could no longer operate from Kampala.301  

     In 2002, the Kenyan government took control of the Sudan peace process under the 

command of General Sumbeiywo, who also served as special envoy within the South 

Sudan mediation team that produced the 2015 ARCSS. During the north-south war, 

Kenya supported the SPLA militarily. This time around, Nairobi took a calculated 

decision to stay neutral in the struggles among the region’s states and South Sudan’s 

warring parties, but did host many of the Former Detainees in Nairobi.302 Kenya’s South 

Sudan policy is guided by a desire for stability, to serve its economic interests and to 

improve its diplomatic profile within IGAD. Kenya’s standing within the regional body 

was negatively impacted by the International Criminal Court (ICC) indictment against 
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President Uhuru Kenyatta in connection with the 2008 post-election violence. This 

explains why Ethiopia took the lead in South Sudan, much to Nairobi’s dismay.303  

     In their shared stewardship of the South Sudan peace process, the tense relationship 

between Ethiopia and Kenya vacillated between cooperation and competition. On several 

occasions, President Kenyatta attempted to secretly negotiate his own peace deal in an 

attempt to short-circuit the Addis Ababa process. General Sumbeiywo, once a close 

confidant of former President Daniel Arap Moi, did not enjoy the same access to or 

influence inside the administration of the Uhuru Kenyatta. As the mediation wore on, the 

Kenyan special envoy apparently became discontent with his role as second-in-command 

to Ambassador Mesfin. Undercutting IGAD’s impartiality and fueling perceptions of 

mediator bias, it was widely alleged that Sumbeiywo ultimately began collaborating with 

Kiir’s government to influence the peace process in its favor.304 

     The Arusha process was an initiative spearheaded by the ruling parties of Tanzania, 

Ethiopia and South Africa in December 2013 to facilitate a dialogue towards reunifying 

the fractured SPLM. The peace efforts in Addis Ababa and Arusha, although separate, 

were intended to be inter-dependent and mutually reinforcing. On January 21, 2015, the 

SPLM-Juba, SPLM-IO and SPLM-Leaders signed an agreement on party reunification. 

In October 2015, President Kiir once again dissolved all of the SPLM’s structures and 

stripped a number of high-level officials of their positions, including Pagan Amum as 

Secretary General, effectively breaking the spine of SPLM reunification.305 After Uganda 
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and Egypt pushed to revisit these efforts, the sitting government and some of the SPLM-

Leaders signed a declaration of reunification in Cairo on November 16, 2017.306    

     According to the International Crisis Group, the Intra-SPLM Dialogue “created 

opportunities for forum shopping, undermined the IGAD talks and… strengthened the 

government’s negotiating position.”307 Both sides were adept at playing one forum 

against the other in an effort to undermine both. The SPLM-IG favored the Arusha 

process given that it focused on issues within the ruling party and did not touch upon the 

powers of the president.308 The government used the reunification talks to divide the 

opposition, since most military leaders in the SPLA-IO had no relationship to the SPLM 

and were not a part of this process. Agreements reached in Arusha and Addis Ababa were 

never amalgamated into one, meaning the two forums often operated at cross-purposes.309 

 

4.1.4 Global Powers in the South Sudan Peace Process 

China and the United States are the most influential global state actors in South Sudan. 

The conflict has forced China to develop a more elastic approach to the country’s 

longstanding foreign policy principle of non-interference in other state’s internal affairs. 

In actuality, far from not interfering, China has a history of taking sides by supporting the 

ruling government unconditionally. In the case of Sudan, this meant propping up the 

ruling elite in Khartoum against the SPLM/A. In South Sudan, despite some reservations, 

China has fully supported Kiir’s SPLM/A regime. Amid the civil war, however, Beijing 
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has hedged its bets by providing financial and other support to both sides on the condition 

that they guarantee the security of or agree not to attack the oil infrastructure. China’s 

interests are tied to protecting its investments in South Sudan, securing the stability of the 

existing regime and cooperating with Western powers to mediate the conflict.310 

     China supported the regionally-led process and engaged sparingly in the peace process 

held in Ethiopia through the diplomatic efforts of its special envoy to Africa, but at times 

also acted unilaterally to protect its oil interests in the Sudans. In addition, China hosted 

discreet talks among warring factions in Sudan, shaped the UN Security Council’s 

actions by blocking punitive measures, sent peacekeepers to the UNMISS and joined the 

2015 peace agreement’s oversight body, the JMEC. China and Russia have shown to 

Western diplomats that their acquiescence to Africa-related Security Council resolutions 

is contingent upon obtaining backing from the body’s African members.311 This approach 

allowed Beijing to claim broader adherence to the non-interference principle while 

ensuring that its interests were addressed at the peace talks or otherwise.312 

     China played a conspicuous double game by lining up behind Kiir while publicly 

pushing both sides to find a diplomatic solution. China acted as a mediator and a 

peacekeeper while simultaneously providing weapons to the government. In June 2014, 

China’s biggest state-owned arms manufacturer confirmed selling $38 million worth of 

armaments to South Sudan’s government.313 Given the fluidity of the situation and 
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divided control over South Sudan’s oil producing areas, China was forced to change its 

policy of refusing to talk with rebel groups.314 In Beijing’s meetings with Machar’s 

SPLM-IO, Chinese officials pleaded with the rebels not to damage the oil infrastructure 

in an attempt to weaken the government. In 2015, China launched a separate process in 

Khartoum that resulted in a five-point plan designed to protect its oil investments.315 

     The United States, once the SPLM/A’s primary foreign benefactor, played a central 

role in negotiating an end to Sudan’s civil war in 2005 and in securing South Sudan’s 

independence in 2011. Bilateral relations deteriorated when the civil war broke out after 

Washington disavowed the government’s coup narrative, suspended all bilateral support 

and voiced human rights concerns.316 The Obama administration, however, expended 

limited political capital on South Sudan and as a result had minimal influence. The office 

of the US Special Envoy, Donald Booth, was most active in shuttle diplomacy and 

providing technical support. Along with personal interventions by Secretary of State John 

Kerry and President Obama, the United States sought to influence the peace process by 

imposing bilateral sanctions and bringing forth motions at the UN Security Council.317   

     Intent to bolster regional alliances, American officials treaded lightly when it came to 

criticizing Uganda’s role in the conflict. When Washington scuttled a proposal in late 

2014 to provide greater support and gain influence through high-level engagement, there 

was, perhaps, “a partisan reluctance to use senior figures from past administrations and 

an unwillingness to challenge Ugandan policy.”318 The reshuffling of government 
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officials from the Obama administration to that of Donald Trump created a shift in policy 

on South Sudan towards a stricter diplomatic stance towards the leadership in Juba. For 

instance, in September 2017, the United States imposed sanctions on three senior 

officials.319 The Trump administration followed this up in February 2018 by making good 

on Washington’s threats to impose an arms embargo on South Sudan.320 

     The United States also has major oil and anti-terrorism interests in South Sudan, two 

factors that have historically caused Washington to approach South Sudan through the 

lens of its relations with Khartoum.321 While human rights activists and the Black Caucus 

attracted the most attention within the Clinton administration, under George W. Bush it 

was the Christian Right, the oil industry and, most significantly, American security 

interests. In the 1990s, Bill Clinton’s administration was increasingly concerned with 

Khartoum’s linkages to radical Islamist causes internationally, including by harboring 

Osama Bin Laden within its territory and its support for Iraq in the first Gulf War. The 

United States identified Khartoum as a state sponsor of terrorism, imposed unilateral 

sanctions on Sudan, bombed the Al-Shifa pharmaceutical factory in Khartoum and began 

providing military support to the SPLM/A through Ethiopia, Eritrea and Uganda, actions 

that made it clear the Clinton administration was pursuing a policy of regime change.322 

      Following the September 11th, 2001 terrorist attacks, there was a growing perception 

that the United States’ security was linked to the conflict in Sudan. A softening in 

Khartoum after the regime’s chief Islamist ideologue, Hassan al-Turabi, split from the 
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ruling party, allowed President George W. Bush to take a more conciliatory approach. 

Western support for the IGAD peace process was stepped up in mid-2001 by forming the 

IGAD Partners Forum (IPF), which facilitated a partnership with external actors led by 

the Troika powers (United States, United Kingdom and Norway).323 Operating through 

the Troika and accepting the regional management of the process by Kenya, by the early 

2000s this became an American sponsored, if not led, process. The United States’ 

interests in crafting the 2005 CPA therefore reached well beyond Sudan and were not 

entirely consistent with the objectives of pursuing a positive peace and democracy.324 

 

Conclusion 

Peace initiatives in South Sudan have been defined by the intransigence of national 

actors, along with the competing interests of the IGAD member-states and the 

mediation’s foreign sponsors. If the interests of those involved in mediating a peace deal 

are not entirely aligned with or are even opposed to project of liberalization, we should 

not be surprised that the outcomes diverge from the liberal ideal. South Sudan’s warring 

elites understand how to exploit the differences among regional states and are adept at 

using the peace talks to play their interests off of each other. Difficulties implementing a 

liberal peace are therefore explained by the complexity of the conflict, the multiplicity of 

actors that must be pleased in the negotiations, the self-interested nature of those involved 

in the mediation and the need to reconcile so many competing interests or objectives.  

     In South Sudan, the comparative advantages of neighboring countries taking the lead 

in conflict mediation, such as their unique knowledge and shared interest in stability, 
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have been “outweighed by their competing national interests and stakes in the 

outcomes.”325 Given the regional body’s internal divisions and institutional weaknesses, 

some observers have questioned whether IGAD is capable of handling the South Sudan 

peace process.326 The Enough Project argued in 2018 that, because the competing 

interests of member-states cause IGAD to work at cross purposes, the AU and UN should 

take on greater responsibility for peacemaking in South Sudan. The infrastructure of 

peacemaking must be reconfigured, the group wrote, because the strategy of adhering to 

regional management in conflict resolution has “run its course in this instance.”327  

     Although the IGAD architecture does appear to be particularly problematic, no matter 

its form, the act of relying on an international mediation allows interests that are external 

to the state and society to take precedence over an internal bargaining process. Regional 

powers drove the first Sudan peace process (1993-2001), while the United States took 

over the second (2001-2005). In South Sudan’s civil war, aside from the mediation in 

Addis Ababa, various other forums were beset by similar tensions, including the IGAD 

leaders summits, the AU heads of state committee, the Tanzanian-led Intra-SPLM 

Dialogue, Chinese hosted meetings with the SPLM-IO in Sudan, a sidebar Kenyan effort 

and President Kiir’s May 2017 national dialogue sponsored by Kampala.328 

Reconfiguring the mediation may dampen these realities, but the inability to implement a 

liberal peace stems from factors that are inherent to the international system.  
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     Internal mediation, such as the many church-led processes and traditional resolution 

mechanisms that have taken place in South Sudan, are important at the grassroots level. 

There does, however, still appear to be a need for some form of macro-level resolution. 

South Sudan is a power vacuum and this has “invited the neighbors.” It therefore appears 

to be impossible to pursue a lasting peace without having the two hegemons of the region 

(Uganda and Sudan) involved. The central argument here is that any lasting solutions 

must come from within South Sudan and reflect an internal political settlement. At the 

same time, the regional states cannot simply be put aside to pursue a purely internal deal. 

Their influence will be felt whether an international mediation process is organized or 

not.329 Factors that are inherent to the anarchic international system therefore inhibit the 

ability to pursue liberal peace- and state-building. Unfortunately, these factors also pose 

immense problems for any attempt to pursue a strategy of autonomous recovery. 

 

4.2 Sharing Power Among Warring Elites 

A second policy in the political domain, the primary goal in contemporary peace 

processes is to reach some form of power-sharing arrangement. IGAD’s main approach 

to conflict resolution in South Sudan was premised on the need to reach a power-sharing 

arrangement between the fragmented elements of the SPLM (Kiir’s government, 

Machar’s opposition and the Former Detainees) during a transition phase until a regular 

constitutional order could be reinstated through elections.330 Power-sharing has been 

attempted numerous times in South Sudan, but has been unstable and prone to returns to 
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full-scale conflict. The deficit of empirical or de facto statehood has produced a situation 

of general insecurity that has spawned various forms of militarized resistance to what is 

viewed by many communities as an illegitimate, predatory and repressive central state. 

State repression in response to these power challenges has been extraordinarily brutal. 

     Power-sharing has been most successful when applied in well-institutionalized states 

like Ireland.331 In the de jure state that is South Sudan, formal power-sharing 

arrangements are overridden by a political marketplace that is defined by the use of 

violent bargaining. In this fragmented security environment, it is impossible for an 

international peace process to comprehensively address the drivers of conflict identified 

by each party, let alone within the confines of a liberal peace. In reality, power-sharing 

continues to be determined by the raw power of the various armed groups. Conflict will 

persist until some form of empirical state has been constructed, or at least a more stable 

balance of power has been reached. From a Tillyan perspective, these conflicts represent 

forms of contentious politics that are part of the long and arduous process of forming a 

state. Institutions and democratization are the “residue” of this process and cannot be 

artificially manufactured by outside forces. 

 

4.2.1 The History of Power-Sharing in Sudan/South Sudan 

The 2005 CPA led to the creation of a semi-autonomous Government of Southern Sudan 

(GoSS) and launched a power-sharing arrangement within the central government 

between the north and south. Omar al-Bashir, as leader of the National Congress Party 

(NCP), remained the president of Sudan and the first vice-president was the leader of the 

																																																								
331 Ian Spears, “Africa: The Limits of Power-Sharing,” Journal of Democracy (2002): 123-136.   



	

	 100	

SPLM, John Garang, who also served as head of the GoSS. The NCP was given 52% of 

the seats in the National Assembly, the SPLM 28%, other northern parties 14% and other 

southern parties 6%. In the southern legislature, the SPLM received 70% of the seats, the 

NCP 15% and other southern parties 15%.332 After Garang’s death in July 2005, Salva 

Kiir took over as head of the SPLM and Riek Machar became his second-in-command.  

     During the CPA’s interim period (2005-2011), divergent communities and armed 

groups in the south were unified by President Kiir’s distribution of the newfound oil 

money to bring his rivals into the SPLM/A, a common enemy in Khartoum and a shared 

interest to further the goal of self-determination.333 Once South Sudan became a 

sovereign state in 2011, this external threat dissipated and the financial basis for this 

system of patronage collapsed during the January 2012 to April 2013 oil shutdown. The 

events that sparked South Sudan’s civil war in December 2013 began politically within 

the ruling SPLM, which was split between factions loyal to President Kiir, Vice President 

Machar and the late SPLM/A founder Garang. This jockeying for power from within the 

formal institutions of the state ultimately descended into full-blown conflict.334  

     The rift between Kiir and Machar, a Nuer from the Dok group in Unity State, dates 

back to the 1991 fracture in the SPLA. Machar rejoined the SPLM in 2002 and at the 

2008 National Liberation Council (NLC) began trying to take over leadership of the 

party. Divisions were still present between Dinka constituencies loyal to Garang, a Bor 

Dinka from Upper Nile State, and Kiir, an Awan Chan Dinka native of Gogrial in Warap 

																																																								
332 IGAD, “Comprehensive Agreement Between the Government of the Republic of the Sudan and the SPLM/A,” (2005): 1-260; 

refworld.org/pdfid/5b44ac2b4.pdf 
333 Senior South Sudan Researcher, Interview conducted on August 28, 2014 in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. 

334 International NGO Representative, December 17, 2014 in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia.  



	

	 101	

State, which had caused Kiir to temporarily defect from the SPLA in 2004.335 In 2013, 

receiving conditional support from a group of former Garang loyalists, Machar again 

began challenging Kiir as the head of the SPLM. A first stream within the opposition 

involved Pagan Amum, Deng Alor, Rebecca Garang and nine other politicians, while 

Machar and Taban Deng Gai led a second. Previously an ardent Kiir loyalist, Taban Deng 

was recruited to Machar’s group after the president fired him as governor of Unity State 

in May 2013. Though unified by the common goal of deposing Kiir, these figures favored 

different approaches and suffered from competing leadership aspirations.336   

     The SPLM National Convention, scheduled for May 2013, along with the SPLM 

Political Bureau and the NLC meetings, were repeatedly delayed. Thereafter, disloyal 

elements and members of the SPLM old guard were pushed out of Kiir’s “Big Tent.”337 

In June 2013, an anti-corruption committee was formed against Alor, Minister of Cabinet 

Affairs, and Kosti Manibe, Minister of Finance and Economic Planning. On July 23, 

2013, the president dismissed Machar as Vice President, along with his entire cabinet, 

and suspended SPLM Secretary General Amum on charges of corruption. Finally, on 

November 15, 2013, Kiir dissolved all of the SPLM’s political structures, including the 

Political Bureau and the NLC, but later agreed to convene the NLC in December 2013.338 

By dismissing all of his challengers at once, Kiir pushed them together into a coalition of 

expedience that made up a majority in the SPLM Political Committee.  
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     A contentious first day of NLC meetings on December 14, 2013 centered on political 

disagreements over the methods of choosing the party chairman and drafting the SPLM’s 

basic documents.339 After Machar’s group failed to turn up the next day, fighting broke 

out that night at the SPLA barracks in Juba. The rebels claim that Kiir became suspicious 

of his critics’ intensions and moved to disarm Nuer elements within the Presidential 

Guard loyal to Machar. The government’s (unsubstantiated) narrative is that the violence 

was sparked by a failed coup attempt by Machar in collaboration with eleven high-

ranking politicians, who were all arrested in the first days of the war.340 Senior officials 

then ordered Dinka units in the Presidential Guard, SPLA and security services to carry 

out a series of atrocities against the Nuer population in Juba from December 16-18.341 

     The ARCSS, signed in August 2015, mandated that a TGoNU be formed, with 93% of 

power being shared between the three SPLM factions. Under the ARCSS, the legal and 

constitutional powers of the presidency remained mostly unchanged. The SPLM-IG was 

allowed to appoint 16 ministers, the SPLM-IO ten, the SPLM-Leaders two and the 

political parties two. The SPLM-IO nominated first vice-president (Machar) was 

responsible for supervising implementation of the ARCSS, chairing cabinet sub-

committees and following up cabinet decisions. The second vice-president (James Wani 

Igga) was mandated to supervise all of the national commissions, serve as a member of 

the National Security Council and chair select sub-committees of the Council of 
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Ministers. In the event a disagreement on policy, the ARCSS stipulated that the matter 

would be decided by a two-thirds vote of the Council of Ministers.342  

     In 2014, South Sudan’s parliament removed 23 members, mostly from the Shilluk, 

Nuer and Equatorian ethnic groups, who were in exile or had joined the SPLM-IO after 

the events of December 2013. The ARCSS mandated that these Members of Parliament 

be reinstated and that Parliament be expanded from 332 to 400 members. The SPLM-IO 

was to appoint 50 new MPs, the Former Detainees one and the other political parties 17. 

Any members ousted from the Council of States were to retake their positions, which 

would stay the same size as it was before the war. After the TGoNU was formed in April 

2015, Kiir reshuffled his cabinet many times, with the majority of his appointments not 

conforming to the shifting power dynamics, particularly within the SPLM-IO.343 

     Under the ARCSS, the terms of the seven governors of the “states not affected by 

conflict” were extended until the end of the transition. Machar’s SPLM-IO would 

nominate the governors of Upper Nile and Unity States, while Kiir’s group would choose 

the governor of Jonglei. The council of ministers in the three states that make up Greater 

Upper Nile would be divided according to the following ratio: SPLM-IG 46%, SPLM-IO 

40%, SPLM-Leaders 7% and the other political parties (OPP) 7%. In the remaining seven 

states, the SPLM-IO would take 15% of the executive positions, while the SPLM-Juba 

would keep 85%.344 President Kiir’s controversial executive order in October 2016 (since 

reversed) to create 28, and later 32, states in South Sudan undermined these provisions. 
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     Because they had not yet taken up arms, the mediation overlooked the interests of 

communities in the Equatorias. The Equatorian region was represented in the TGoNU, 

being given two of the three security ministries and the ability to nominate the speaker of 

the National Assembly. Still, many Equatorians without a strong affinity for either of the 

warring parties did not consider that they were a part of the negotiations. With power in 

Greater Equatoria split between the SPLM-IG and SPLM-IO, many Equatorians felt 

compelled to join one side or the other to secure representation, though they may not 

support either. In response to their exclusion and SPLA-IO recruitment campaigns, 

clashes erupted throughout the Equatorias after the ARCSS was signed in 2015.345 

     The 2018 R-ARCSS calls for Machar to return to a unity government as the first of 

five vice presidents. Alongside the SPLM-IO’s nominee (Machar), the incumbent 

TGoNU would nominate two vice presidents (Wani Igga and Taban Deng), the SSOA 

one (Hussein Abdelbagi) and the Former Detainees’ one (Rebecca Garang). When the 

presidency fails to reach consensus, at least 4 out of 6 members of the presidency can 

take a decision.346 In practice, disregard for the law remains a hurdle and power struggles 

have continued to take place within the context of formal mechanisms. For example, after 

eventually signing on to the R-ARCSS, the SSOA coalition initially split between 

factions loyal to Peter Gadet (since deceased) and Gabriel Changson. Infighting was 

driven by a contest to determine who would be the SSOA’s choice as vice president.347 

     A 35-member cabinet of ministers will be appointed by the Incumbent TGoNU (20), 

Machar’s SPLM-IO (9), the SSOA (3), SPLM-Leaders (2) and OPP (1). In the Council of 
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Ministers, a two-third majority can make a decision should there be any stalemate. The 

legislative assembly will have 550 lawmakers (up from the current 400), 332 from the 

government side and 128 from the opposition. At the state and local government levels, 

power will be divided between the Incumbent TGoNU (55%), SPLM/A-IO (27%), SSOA 

(10%) and OPP (8%).348 The core demands of many opposition groups outside of 

Machar’s Nuer constituency are for greater local autonomy and redrawn local boundaries, 

which Kiir gerrymandered during the war to please his Dinka political coalition.”349 

However, the peace deal contained no up-front concessions on either of these two issues.  

     In February 2020, the two parties finally agreed on the terms under which Machar 

would return to Juba to form the transitional government. On 12 March 2020, President 

Kiir formed his Cabinet, appointing 35 members of the Council of Ministers and ten 

deputy ministers. Delaying the ability to complete forming the TGoNU, nominations to 

the country’s Transitional National Legislature (TNL), as well as positions at the state 

and local governments levels, remained unfilled.350 Local governors have traditionally 

been the key peacemakers when settling ethnic disputes in South Sudan’s rural areas. The 

absence of authority caused by the failure to agree on the appointment of governors and 

local authorities in the ten states has exacerbated inter-communal violence. In an 

important conciliatory step, the parties to the R-ARCSS agreed in June 2020 that Kiir’s 

faction will nominate six state governors, Machar’s factions three and the SSOA one.351 
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4.2.2 Why Power Sharing Has Failed in South Sudan 

The conflict is typically described as emerging from a power struggle between Kiir and 

Machar to control the SPLM that quickly permeated the social fabric. In this explanation, 

the elite-level conflict over personal enmities between the rival leaders turned ethnic 

because they represent the two largest communities in South Sudan.352 The deeper 

question is: Why was it so easy for a political struggle to spread throughout the entire 

society? Each side possesses a number of loosely affiliated elements from various 

communal groups that have broken apart and reconfigured as time has gone on. Military 

confrontations take place at both an inter- and intra-ethnic level, such as those between 

the Jikany and Lou Nuer, or the divide between Dinka from Greater Upper Nile once 

loyal to Garang and those from Bahr el-Ghazal loyal to Kiir. After July 2016, the security 

environment became even more fragmented, as rebellions broke out in the Equatorias.353  

     Even if Kiir and/or Machar calculated that a negotiated settlement was in their 

personal best interest, both men are politically vulnerable and held hostage to certain 

groups or interests within South Sudanese society. Mutual mistrust, combined with the 

need to partially demobilize and share the same state, makes all sides in a civil war 

reluctant to form a transitional government.354 The two leaders cannot decide things on 

their own, because they must satisfy those around them. Hardliners in their respective 

camps pose threats that effectively raise the cost of consent. Even when Kiir and Machar 

have eventually come to an agreement, divisions within their power bases have prevented 

them from implementing its provisions. Given the highly militarized nature of South 
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Sudanese politics, if there are any generals on either side who disagree with the terms of 

an agreement, they will simply take their militias with them and rebel.355  

     The regime’s focus has been entirely on maintaining its fragile hold on power, rather 

than implementing liberal reforms. Kiir was often chastised within his group of loyalists 

after he signed an agreement. The army commanders, people like then-SPLA Chief of 

Staff Paul Malong and the ministers under President Kiir, pressed against any and all 

compromises. After Malong was sacked from his position at the head of the army in May 

2017, he formed an opposition movement, the South Sudan United Front/Army 

(SSUF/A).356 Other government hardliners included the Dinka or Jieng Council of Elders 

and the political elite in Bahr el-Ghazal. Kiir therefore felt pressure from all sides: the 

opposition rebels, within his own party and from the international community. This 

created a collective defense posture among the ministers not to make concessions.357      

     The opposition was always a loosely unified coalition of anti-regime generals and 

militias. Many opposition forces were fighting to depose Kiir and are not concerned with 

Machar’s elite-level power play.358 The SPLA-IO has experienced two major splintering 

events, after the ARCSS was signed in August 2015, when Gadet and others defected 

from Machar’s leadership, and when Taban Deng was named First Vice President in July 

2016. Taban Deng had the support of the SPLM-IO, the opposition’s political wing, but 

not the SPLA-IO, the military wing, and certainly not other forces aligned with the rebel 
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side (i.e. Nuer White Army militias and opposition generals).359 Thereafter, the 

international community forced Machar to live under house arrest in South Africa. 

Though never stamped out completely, by 2018 the government had effectively defeated 

the fragmented opposition. The opposition’s weakness was reflected in the terms written 

into the R-ARCSS and under which Machar agreed to return to Juba in February 2020.360 

     Within the discussion on power-sharing, the mediators have allowed the country’s two 

largest groups, the Dinka and Nuer, to fight to control the only viable political party in 

South Sudan, the SPLM. There is representation of other ethnic groups within the SPLM-

IG and SPLM-IO (e.g. Shilluk, Murle and “Equatorian”), but this is ad hoc at best.361 The 

ethnic fractures within the SPLM originated during the north-south war. Most notably, 

Machar, Lam Akol and Gordon Kong were the leaders of the Nasir faction that split from 

Garang’s SPLM/A in 1991. Only Nuer commanders around Nasir rallied behind Machar 

and Kong, while Akol’s Shilluk kinsmen refused to join him in siding with the Nasir 

faction. This transformed the Nasir coup from a leadership struggle within the SPLM/A 

into an ethnic conflict mostly between the Dinka and Nuer that was also manipulated by 

Khartoum. As a result of this historical trajectory, the state is weak and society is tightly 

wound, meaning it only takes a small trigger to unleash cycles of ethnic violence.362  

 

4.2.3 Weighing the Costs and Benefits of Power-Sharing 

After the TGoNU broke down in July 2016, the government moved to implement the 
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ARCSS with Taban Deng, Machar’s replacement as First Vice President, but very little 

progress was made. The R-ARCSS power-sharing deal came together due to the Kiir 

regime’s desire to maintain its legitimacy and get an extension to stay in office. There is a 

great deal of skepticism over whether power-sharing is still the right approach in South 

Sudan. For some, the fact that this arrangement failed in the past is good evidence that it 

should not be tried again in a similar fashion. Those being asked to form the TGoNU are 

the same parties who brought the country to this stage. Despite progress in forming the 

government, each side has in the past failed to respect agreements, using the peace 

process for their own purposes and enjoying the benefits it provides.363 

     According to Payton Knofp, history demonstrates that “power-sharing is a recipe for 

more conflict in South Sudan,” while Kiir and Machar are in fact “obstacles to ending the 

war and not vehicles for resolving the conflict.”364 A number of stakeholders argued that 

the IGAD mediation should have started with the principle that none of the main actors in 

the conflict would be able to remain in power during or after the transition.365 This would 

mean forming a neutral interim government led by someone who is outside of the two 

largest ethnic groups and has no ambition for political office in the next elections. Doing 

so would require convincing or forcing the sitting regime to give up its power.366 Machar 

was more open to this idea, as it would take away the state leverage from his opponent 

during the elections. Kiir and Machar command considerable followings among the 
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Dinka and Nuer communities, respectively, meaning any attempt to exclude them from 

power risks intensifying the violence in South Sudan.367  

     It is hard to imagine how any power-sharing arrangement can peacefully overcome the 

fragmented nature of governance structures and displace the patron-client networks that 

define politics in South Sudan. Kiir and Machar have tried to share the same government 

twice now, a highly unstable arrangement that descended into violence in December 2013 

and July 2016. During that period, the rival leaders effectively set up two separate 

governments and military command structures.368 Power-sharing arrangements hold up 

only so long as they serve the instrumental priorities of the most powerful signatories. 

The R-ARCSS’s power-sharing structure is only workable as long as the configuration of 

power actors remains the same and the oil keeps flowing. The deal will bring the main 

power-brokers together and give them money, but this is not a critical basis for peace in 

the long run and will arguably “work against the establishment of strong institutions.”369 

     Some observers decry the fact that, rather than discussing the sources of the 

dysfunction and reforms needed to rectify the situation, the South Sudan mediation was 

narrowly focused on issues of power-sharing. As such, whoever assumes power would 

still be operating the same dysfunctional machinery, no matter how the percentages are 

formally divided among warring elites.370 From this perspective, the issue of power-

sharing obscures the fundamental problems of governance in a broader context, and 

“assumes that distributing political powers among contending elites ultimately resolves 
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them.”371 In reality, even the most well crafted elite power-sharing deal may temporarily 

reduce military operations, but cannot “change the logic of South Sudan’s patronage 

system or pave the way for a more inclusive, legitimate political dispensation.”372  

 

Conclusion 

Although a liberal model of conflict resolution would ideally seek to share power among 

a broad diversity of actors, the IGAD mediators were forced to simplify the political 

conflict to a struggle over power between the three dominant groups within the SPLM. 

Because there are few viable alternatives, this strategy kept those most culpable for the 

violence in power and left the system that led to the crisis intact.373 As this demonstrates, 

the act of dividing power among warring elites is not a substitute for and will not produce 

an empirical state. The situation in South Sudan is so complex and fluid that it is difficult 

for external actors to engineer a formal power-sharing arrangement that emerges from a 

democratic process and fosters the development of viable state institutions.  

     Given the fragmented security environment in South Sudan, power-sharing deals are 

rarely respected and cannot address the root causes of conflict and state failure, owing to 

their largely structural nature. In their interventions to achieve a lasting peace and rebuild 

collapsed states, members of the international community can either try to impose a set of 

institutions against the will of those entrusted with implementing them or they can 

abdicate to what risks devolving into a deeply problematic but locally owned peace 
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process. The standard approach, though ostensibly liberal, involves a series of 

compromises to its liberal nature and promotes a formal institutional structure that are 

incapable of dealing with the fluidity of power relations on the ground. A sole focus on 

elite bargaining has failed to deliver a sustainable peace. Grassroots peace-building 

among local actors may therefore provide openings for more transformational changes.374    

     Although states in Africa were not formed in the same way and operate within a vastly 

different international system, certain lessons can be drawn from Charles Tilly’s theory 

of state formation. In particular, Tilly emphasized how, in contexts where ruling elites are 

forced to depend on the citizenry to sustain their power, state formation emerges from a 

bargaining process among all societal forces. The hard work of building a state and 

developing democratic processes involves various forms of contentious politics.375 The 

many conflicts in South Sudan therefore reflect the difficulties and violence encountered 

in any nascent stage of state formation. The ruling elite’s resort to state repression and 

patron-client relations to sustain its power is a natural consequence of this reality. 

Ultimately, out of this patchwork of state authority and rebel governance some form of 

stable, and hopefully democratic, order can emerge. However, the starting conditions in 

South Sudan, including the incipient nature of the state and its interactions within the 

global system, limit the ability of external and internal actors to achieve these outcomes.  

 

4.3 Inclusion of Civil Society and Opposition Parties 

A third policy objective for liberal interventionists in the political domain involves 

devising the terms of peace process inclusion of civil society and other political parties. 
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Liberal approaches to conflict resolution emphasize the need to build consensus by 

setting up an inclusive mediation process that involves a representative selection of 

national stakeholders. In South Sudan, despite pressure from IGAD’s foreign sponsors to 

form a broad-based multi-stakeholder forum to discuss the country’s future, the 

mediation ultimately descended into a power struggle between the three rival SPLM 

factions. The brief and ultimately failed effort to pursue an inclusive forum in 2014 

demonstrated how hard it is to translate the liberal ideal into practice. The warring parties 

managed to effectively co-opt and ultimately discard the multi-stakeholder forum.  

     A common argument in the literature focuses on the need for peace process inclusivity 

and points to the exclusive CPA peace process as the source of the institutional 

breakdowns in South Sudan.376 Such arguments presuppose that external actors actually 

have the capacity to address the, often contradictory, interests of every warring actor on 

the ground within the confines of an international mediation process. No matter how 

inclusive or exclusive the approach taken by mediators in South Sudan, the outcome has 

been political fragmentation and heightened instability. This points to a deeper issue, the 

weakness of state institutions in the face of intense societal competition. If civil society 

and opposition parties are also relatively weak, the act of simply calling for their 

inclusion in the peace process regrettably cannot overcome these deficiencies.  

     Though, on the surface, it is desirable to include as many voices as possible at the 

negotiating table, implementing the modalities of inclusion is a complex endeavor. This 

analysis of South Sudan casts doubt on the ability of external actors to manage political 
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inclusion in collapsed states. In reality, inclusion is an internal process that takes place 

through patrimonial bargains or clashes of interests between the state, non-state armed 

groups, civil society and other social forces. It is difficult for external actors to engineer 

such a process, particularly if their efforts do not involve engaging with communities at 

the grassroots level. Although there is certainly no harm in calling for civil society and 

opposition parties to be involved in the mediation, in South Sudan their weakness 

allowed the warring parties to co-opt their delegates, thus undermining their influence. 

 

4.3.1 Inclusion and Exclusion within the CPA Peace Talks 

The second Sudan peace process (2001-2005) was primarily focused on how power 

should be divided between the two parties sitting at the table, the NCP and the SPLM. 

The CPA’s sponsors argued that the negotiations were too complex to allow for the 

participation of additional actors. The mediators viewed the peace process as a two-step 

arrangement that involved securing an agreement between the two warring parties first 

before involving other political interests.377 In the final stages of negotiations, the CPA 

was brokered by two men, Sudanese Vice-President Ali Osman Taha and SPLM/A leader 

John Garang. After Garang perished in a helicopter crash in 2005 and Taha was then 

sidelined within the NCP, the absence of the deal’s architects led to a series of disputes 

over issues of interpretation and delays during implementation of the peace deal.378 

     The CPA treated the north and south as one-party regimes represented by the NCP and 

SPLM, respectively. At no point did either negotiating partner act as if they were 
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accountable to constituencies beyond their parties. For instance, the National Democratic 

Alliance (NDA), an umbrella group of northern opposition parties, made repeated 

requests for formal observer status, but was rebuffed. With the majority of state resources 

already divided up between the NCP and SPLM, the CPA galvanized “opposition across 

the south and north by those who feared that the entire national pie was being divided in 

their absence and at their expense.”379 Several groups excluded from the negotiations, 

including various armed factions from Darfur, Eastern Sudan and in the Three Areas 

(South Kordofan, Blue Nile and Abyei), as well as the South Sudan Defence Forces 

(SSDF) in Greater Upper Nile, subsequently emerged as strategic spoilers.380  

     John Young argues that this exclusive approach to the peace process precluded the 

realization of the international community’s objectives, which included a sustainable 

peace, making unity attractive and transforming Sudan into a democracy.381 According to 

Young, the weakness of the peace process stemmed from the fact that the talks were 

restricted to the north-south dimension of the conflict, failed to bring other political 

forces or civil society in and lacked a genuine commitment to democratic values. By 

failing to address the power inequalities at the core of Sudan’s multiple crises, he argues, 

the CPA ensured that civil strife spread to other parts of the country.382 For Oystein 

Rolandsen, such explanations insufficiently account for the contingencies of the peace 

process, along with the difficulty of developing compromises between a set of actors with 
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a diverse set of interests and exhibiting deeply illiberal tendencies.383   

 

4.3.2 South Sudan’s “Broad-Based Multi-Stakeholder” Forum 

When the peace talks for South Sudan began in January 2013, the mediation team had to 

decide between concentrating on reconciling the “men with guns” before including other 

parties in subsequent steps to peace or seeking a more comprehensive peace process 

immediately that involved a broad set of stakeholders.384 The mediators sought to find a 

middle ground by devising a strategy that would narrow the negotiating positions of the 

warring parties without compromising on bigger national questions that serve the public. 

To this end, IGAD decided early on to create two tracks within the mediation. The first 

was designed to end the fighting and included only the warring parties, while the second 

consisted of discussions on the make-up of South Sudan’s future military, economic and 

political institutions between a broader set of national stakeholders.385  

     South Sudan’s broad-based multi-stakeholder forum did not begin in earnest until June 

2014, a delay that IGAD used to convince the warring parties to accept the presence of 

other stakeholders and devise a framework for their participation.386 On May 9, 2014, the 

warring parties signed a deal that outlined the terms of an inclusive mediation composed 

of six stakeholders: the government (SPLM-IG or SPLM-Juba), opposition (SPLM-IO), 

Former Detainees (SPLM-Leaders), civil society organizations (CSO), faith-based groups 
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(FBG) and other political parties (OPP).387 Working in partnership with the Office of the 

US Special Envoy, Donald Booth, the mediators convened a meeting of civil society 

groups from March 15-17 in Addis Ababa to figure out the model for engagement. When 

it surfaced that none of the people proposed by either of the warring parties were invited 

to attend the conference, both sides complained to the special envoys.388    

     After the Americans withdrew their support, a multi-stakeholder symposium was 

convened in Addis Ababa from June 5-7, 2014 to develop the modalities for civil society 

engagement in the peace process. Around 200 participants were vetted to ensure that the 

conference included CSOs with established networks in South Sudan, were not partial to 

either the SPLM-Juba or SPLM-IO and reflected the country’s full diversity.389 A group 

of 14 individuals had previously been selected to represent civil society at the IGAD-led 

peace talks during the Citizens for Peace and Justice (CPJ) conferences held in Nairobi 

and Juba. IGAD approved these selections on May 17, but requested an additional five 

names be added to the list. Without explanation, on June 8 this group of 19 civil society 

representatives was hastily replaced in favor of a new group of seven individuals.390  

     The SPLM-IO protested, claiming that this change was made to appease the SPLM-IG 

and that this new group of seven representatives were government allies. In response, the 

rebels called for additional CSOs to be drawn from the diaspora and areas controlled by 

the SPLM/A-IO or for the talks to be narrowed to the warring parties with other 

stakeholders being limited to observer status. This contravened the spirit of the May 9 
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agreement, which established that civil society, along with the SPLM-Leaders and other 

political parties, should participate directly in the negotiations. When IGAD initiated an 

inclusive phase of the mediation in June 2014, talks were suspended after the SPLM-IO 

boycotted the mediation over the selection process of civil society delegates.391 

     After delaying the process into August 2014, this issue was not resolved until IGAD 

decided to select an additional seven civil society representatives from pro-opposition 

areas to match the delegation of presumed pro-government members. The final result of 

this episode was that both the government and opposition succeeded in introducing civil 

society delegations from their own camps, thereby defeating the purpose of including 

“impartial” grassroots organizations.392 IGAD’s failure to prevent the obstructive attitude 

of the warring parties to ensure an inclusive process compromised the independence of 

the civil society delegation. In the end, the parties were allowed to essentially 

manufacture their own “civil society” groups that became their tentacles.393  

     The importance of having an inclusive peace process remained an aspirational goal 

until the talks resumed on July 30, 2014. Following the October 2014 round of talks in 

Bahir Dar, civil society’s role was diminished primarily to an observer status.394 

Thereafter, the inclusive mediation structure dwindled to a “squabble between the 

warring parties over the terms of a power-sharing deal,” with some input from the Former 

Detainees.395 In 2017, the revitalized forum, known as the HLRF, became more inclusive 

of political and military actors, but was criticized by the Western Troika as being a road 
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to nowhere because the process was not inclusive of citizens, civil society, religious 

leaders, ethnic minorities and other marginalized groups in South Sudan.396 In April 

2018, before the third round of the HLRF, IGAD did however engage with 

representatives of the South Sudanese Civil Society Forum to discuss issues of security 

sector reform, as well as the structure and make-up of the transitional government.397  

 

4.3.3 Who Are the “Other” Stakeholders and What Was their Role? 

A first group of additional stakeholders, the role of civil society organizations and faith-

based groups in the mediation was to act as neutral parties that represent the diversity of 

South Sudan at the grassroots level.398 The process of selecting the civil society 

leadership in South Sudan came to be elitist and was seen as a moneymaking enterprise, 

making it difficult to determine which organizations were credible partners.399 A number 

of delegates voiced that the CSOs had been co-opted by both warring parties. The 

mediation’s failure was to allow the warring parties to select their own “civil society” 

representatives.400 The result was that, rather than becoming a permanent feature, the 

multi-stakeholder forum was a one-off event and civil society actors were subsequently 

treated as observers. Civil society representatives did, however, attend each round of 

talks, where they were able to present position papers in the thematic committees.401  
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     A second additional stakeholder group, the SPLM-Leaders consists of a group of high-

ranking politicians who were arrested in December 2013 and accused of plotting a coup. 

Machar felt betrayed when ten out of eleven of these “Former Detainees” or SPLM-

Leaders decided to form an independent negotiating bloc upon their release, rather than 

joining his movement. During the mediation that produced the ARCSS, the warring 

parties were in agreement that this group should not be included in the power-sharing 

arrangement, given that they have no troops fighting on the ground.402 Jok Madut Jok has 

argued that the IGAD mediation and Western donors imposed this group on the process, 

“even as they [were] unable to show what constituency they represent.”403 Their role 

grew from consulting with the warring parties and the mediation to sell their views to 

acting as the lead intermediary between the SPLM-Juba and SPLM-IO.404  

     Some of the Former Detainees remain outside of the government and are living in 

foreign countries, while others are now inside the government. Members of the SPLM-

Leaders delegation who returned to Juba in April 2016 and took up ministerial portfolios 

allocated to the bloc in the ARCSS include Deng Alor, John Luk Jok and Chol Tong 

Mayai. Pagan Amum was reinstated as SPLM Secretary General in June 2015, but was 

again stripped of this position and is living in the United States. Ezekiel Gatkuoth was the 

sole political detainee to join Machar’s SPLM-IO upon his release, but shifted loyalties to 

Taban Deng Gai in July 2016 and is now the Minister of Petroleum.405 Under the R-

ARCSS, the Former Detainees ultimately decided to join the president’s group in a bid to 

																																																								
402 SPLM-IO Delegate. Interview conducted on March 28, 2015 in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia; SPLM-IO Delegate. Interview conducted 

on January 1, 2015 in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. 

403 Jok Madut, “Weighing the Cost of the Stalemate in the Peace Process,”  (2014): 6.  

404 International Crisis Group, “South Sudan: A Civil War By Any Other Name,” (2014): 19. 

405 Vertin, “A Poisoned Well: Lessons in Mediation from South Sudan’s Troubled Peace Process,” (2018): 29-30. 



	

	 121	

reunite the SPLM. Rebecca Garang is the group’s nominee for vice president, while 

Amum is among those who have refused to return into the SPLM-IG fold.406 

     A third additional stakeholder was the group of fourteen “other political parties” that 

were divided between those loyal to President Kiir and others with independent agendas. 

The OPP participated with its own delegation during the August 2014 round of talks. A 

month later, Lam Akol, leader of the SPLM-for-Democratic-Change (SPLM-DC), was 

removed from his position as head of the Political Parties Leadership Forum (PPLF). 

Akol’s opponents within the PPLF accused him of “collaborating with the other 

stakeholders against the government.”407 Akol and six members of his negotiating team 

were subsequently prevented from leaving South Sudan to attend the peace talks. A new 

political parties delegation then travelled to Ethiopia without IGAD facilitation.408 

Emboldened by IGAD’s failure to ensure that the political parties were properly 

represented, this obstruction continued during each new round of talks.409      

     This episode marked the end of the OPP meaningfully participating in the mediation. 

The other political parties ultimately were not signatories to the ARCSS, although the 

peace deal did provide them a small percentage in within the transitional institutions.410 

Within the HLRF mediation that produced the 2018 peace deal, the SSOA, a coalition of 

																																																								
406 Jok Madut Jok, “South Sudan and the Collective Pain of Watching a Peace Agreement Struggle for its Life,” Sudd Institute 

(2019): 2. 

407 N/a, “Political Parties Disown Leader at Peace Talks,” Sudan Tribune, August 22, 2014; sudantribune.com/spip.php?article52138  

408 N/a, “Opposition Parties Dismiss Leaders from South Sudan Peace Talks,” Sudan Tribune, September 13, 2014; 

sudantribune.com/spip.php?article52375  
409 Akol joined the TGoNU as a minister in April 2016, but fled to Ethiopia in July 2016. He then returned to South Sudan as the 

leader of an armed group, the National Democratic Movement (NDM) and ultimately signed the R-ARCSS in 2018 as a member of 

the SSOA; N/a. “Prominent Opposition Leader Returns to South Sudan,” Journal du Cameroun, February 7, 2019, 

journalducameroun.com/en/prominent-opposition-leader-returns-to-south-sudan/ 

410 R-JMEC, “On the Status of Implementation of the R-ARCSS from 1st January to 31st March,” (2020): 11. 



	

	 122	

nine political parties formed in March 2018, was included within the TGoNU.411 The 

SSOA split into signatory and non-signatory parties after the R-ARCSS was signed in 

September 2018. Several factions, including those loyal to Thomas Cirillo and Paul 

Malong, rejected the peace deal and left the SSOA. When the deal was signed, the 

leadership of the signatories fractured into factions loyal to Gadet and Gabriel Changson. 

After Gadet passed away in April 2019, Hussein Abdelbagi, a member of Changson’s 

faction, was named as the SSOA’s representative as vice president.412  

     A fourth additional stakeholder consists of South Sudan’s minority ethnic groups. 

Most notably, when dividing political power, designating the Equatorias as a single group 

creates an “ethnic equity formula” that political elites use to allocate government 

positions where a token Equatorian is chosen to represent all of Greater Equatoria (e.g. 

James Wani Igga). Doing so ignores the ethnic diversity of this region, where nearly half 

of the country’s 64 ethnic groups reside.413 Equatorians were represented in the mediation 

process within each delegation, but there was no specific Equatorian negotiating bloc. 

The three Equatorian governors came to Addis Ababa in January 2015 to present the 

region’s political aspirations, but did not participate in the talks. Since the Equatorians 

had not taken up arms, their leverage in the mediation was limited. After the peace deal 

was signed in 2015, conflict subsequently spread throughout the Equatorias.414 

     A final stakeholder, the R-ARCSS mandated the increased participation of women in 

the transitional government. This included a 35% quota of women in the proposed 35-
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member cabinet and mandating that the SPLM-Leaders’ representative as vice president 

be a woman (Rebecca Garang). When the cabinet was formed in March 2020, only nine 

women (26%) were appointed to the Council of Ministers and only one woman (10%) 

among the deputy ministers.415 Dominic Iyaa and Katie Smith argue that, when a peace 

deal is negotiated at the elite level, violence will persist at the local level “if women’s 

involvement and perspectives are not included.”416 For Jasmin-Kim Westendorf, the 

exclusion of women can be understood as a visible marker of the broader exclusivity in 

South Sudan. Women’s exclusion should be viewed as the product of the region’s 

political marketplace and is not, in and of itself, the direct reason why the peace process 

has failed, but is rather the “product of elite ownership of peace processes.”417  

 

4.3.4 The Complexities and Pitfalls of Peace Process Inclusivity 

Mediation best practice suggests that inclusive processes are more likely to address the 

root causes of the conflict and produce a positive peace. Beyond reaching an elite-level 

agreement, it is generally assumed that “forging a sustainable peace in South Sudan 

would require both wider participation in a political process (including defining its 

objectives) and ownership of its outcomes.”418 A common criticism levied against the 

peace process that produced the ARCSS in 2015 is that, while civil society and other 

parties were present at the negotiations, the mediators and warring parties did not 
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prioritize meaningful engagement. From this perspective, it is argued that inclusion “must 

be prioritized if the agreement and its implementation is to be successful.”419 

     While, in theory, the need to include civil society and opposition parties in the peace 

process appears to be self-evident, the formulation of a broad-based mediation for South 

Sudan left much to be desired. In practice, making a peace process more inclusive is a 

complex endeavor because the warring parties can manipulate it as another game over 

which organizations are selected and the criteria used to select them.420 South Sudan’s 

warring parties were pursuing total power through military means and extended this spirit 

to the involvement of other stakeholders. The government and opposition view these 

groups as competitors seeking to cut into their predation and rent-seeking.421 In the end, 

the mediators focused on the warring parties, with the Former Detainees mediating 

between them at the committee level and IGAD providing limited strategic leadership.422  

     There were a number of disputes regarding the composition of the civil society 

delegates, along with the structure and rules for the proposed inclusive dialogue. The 

SPLM-IG first fought to curtail the scope of the process and the list of participants, then 

refused to appear and later worked to intimidate or co-opt the other stakeholders. These 

issues caused the SPLM-IO to hold up the mediation at one point based on the argument 

that the rebel areas were not sufficiently represented within the list of CSO delegates. 

Although the SPLM-IO had more to gain from an inclusive mediation, as many of these 
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additional voices were also seeking to constrain the government’s power, Machar’s 

delegation came to believe that they too would be better off dividing the cake in two.423 

     Attempts to kickstart a broad-based multi-stakeholder forum in 2014 failed to ever 

really take off. According to the International Crisis Group, given the exclusive nature of 

the mediation, the 2015 peace agreement’s fatal flaw was its binary Kiir-Machar power 

structure that designated Machar as the leader of the entire opposition in South Sudan. In 

response, when the talks were restarted in 2017, IGAD widened the mediating table to 

make the talks more inclusive and representative of the fragmented opposition, thus 

diluting Machar’s stake in power. Although the mediators vowed to only include rebel 

parties that were active militarily, this condition was not enforced. What followed “was a 

rapid proliferation of new opposition groups” demanding a seat at the table.424 

     Ideally, civil society and opposition parties should be involved in the mediation and at 

the grassroots level, while its participation should reflect the full diversity of South 

Sudanese society. Issues arise, however, when it comes to managing this diversity within 

an international mediation process. The IGAD-led mediation grappled with forming a 

clear idea about what is meant by broad-based multi-stakeholder negotiations. Many new 

groups emerged during the mediation, but it was not clear if they were legitimate and 

credible partners.425 People in South Sudan saw this as a money-making enterprise and 

sought to turn the peace process into a business. As a result, there came to be an elitist 

structure in terms of which organizations were chosen to join the mediation.426  
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     Many delegates voiced concerns that civil society in South Sudan is presently too 

weak, underdeveloped and vulnerable to actively participate in the peace process.427 

When the CPA was signed in 2005, civil society was virtually non-existent in the south. 

Most organizations that did exist were incorporated into the government in the post-CPA 

period. Now, there are registered organizations, but they are internationally funded, lack 

capacity and are not eager to challenge the regime on tough issues. Civil society is 

increasingly polarized and the scope of its activities has become narrower amid the civil 

war. Initially, there were concerns that these delegates were being intimidated, but the 

warring parties came to realize that these groups do not pose a real threat.428   

     The Enough Project has called on South Sudan to emulate Kenya, where, after the 

2007 post-election violence, civil society was part of the UN-led power-sharing 

negotiations and was allocated positions in the transitional government.429 The difference 

in outcomes is, however, explained by the fact that Kenyan civil society is relatively 

strong, as are the state’s institutions, two essential conditions for inclusivity to have a 

positive impact that are not present in South Sudan. At the same time, at the grassroots 

level, civilian communities and civil society organizations in South Sudan have used a 

range of strategies, including early warning, public advocacy and mediation, to prevent 

the escalation of mass atrocities.430 These actors are not always captured by definitions of 

civil society and commonly blur the line between civilian and fighter. NGOs, religious 
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leaders and other influential figures routinely help to prevent or respond to atrocities in 

the face of intense scrutiny, harassment and attacks from government authorities.431 

 

Conclusion 

While, in theory, the inclusion of civil society is positive, implementation of South 

Sudan’s broad-based mediation process left much to be desired. Conflict mediators face a 

difficult task in balancing the competing imperatives of inclusivity and efficiency. Some 

observers have argued that the decision to include so many insignificant actors at the 

negotiating table with no stake in the fighting cluttered the mediation process, making it 

harder to end South Sudan’s civil war.432 Although not every organization can be at the 

negotiating table, each segment of society (i.e. religious, ethnic and linguistic groups) 

should be represented somehow. At the same time, the process begins with the fighters in 

the bush and involving too many actors risks making the process too cumbersome.433 

     Most fundamentally, this analysis of South Sudan speaks to how difficult it is to 

negotiate inclusion externally within the confines of an international peace process. Peace 

processes cannot be comprehensive because armed opposition groups and government 

hardliners will undermine any deal that excludes them or that they feel gives away too 

much. The inclusion dilemma relates to the fact that both sides of the coin are 

problematic, while there is no way to force national elites to accept an inclusive process. 

If both the politics of inclusion and exclusion are potential sources of division that risk 
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producing illiberal outcomes, this points to a more profound explanation for the region’s 

intractable conflicts that is tied to the overall weakness and nature of the state.  

     The push for peace process inclusivity came from powerless South Sudanese 

constituencies, the mediators and IGAD’s bilateral partners, specifically the Western 

Troika. Pursuing inclusion within an international peace process is difficult in South 

Sudan given the weakness of civil society and opposition parties. Although the state (i.e. 

the SPLM/A) is weak and its power is divided, given civil society’s relative weakness, 

there is little space to act outside of government control. State formation is an internal 

process that involves, often violent, clashes among social forces and patrimonial bargains 

being struck between the state and society. By attempting to mediate inclusion, conflict 

mediation creates a dialogue between external actors and a select few warring elites that, 

at least formally, takes precedence over a more consequential internal bargaining process.  

     The extent to which inclusion can be managed from outside must be therefore 

questioned. Given the inability to produce a credible peace through regional diplomacy, 

civil society actors (e.g. church leaders) should pursue their own internal mediation 

tracks.434 There have thus far been around 70 peace-related forums in South Sudan 

involving representatives of the government and main opposition figures, many of which 

have been facilitated by the UN mission.435 The use of non-violent collective action in 

South Sudan is typically overshadowed by violence and armed struggle. There are, 

however, many “historical and contemporary examples of South Sudanese youth, 
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women, religious leaders, and others using protests, vigils, sit-ins, and other nonviolent 

tactics to advance social, political, and economic change.”436  

 

4.4 System of Government Reforms and the Federal Structure 

A fourth policy in the liberal institutionalist toolkit within the political domain involves 

reforming the system of government. Federalism, the most commonly used approach, is a 

multi-tiered political system in which sovereignty and authority are shared among central, 

state and local governments.437 As Douglas Johnson has demonstrated, appeals for 

federalism have a deep lineage in the history of South Sudanese political thought.438 In 

the IGAD-led mediation for South Sudan, the government fought against such proposals, 

while every other stakeholder endorsed some form of federal structure. Far from 

dampening the drivers of conflict, attempts to delineate and formalize internal borders 

(i.e. state and sub-state) have heightened group conflict in South Sudan.439 Meanwhile, 

members of the ruling elite in Juba have adopted a pattern established by Khartoum in 

which decentralization or federalism is manipulated to serve their narrow power interests. 

     There is a widespread perception, in the literature and among South Sudanese, that 

federalism will foster the equitable distribution of resources, good governance and peace. 

For this reason, a lot of weight has been attached to devising the state structure.440 In 

reality, democratic principles are “not automatically infused and entrenched by the 
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adoption of any particular system of government.”441 In the context of weak statehood, 

power relations are fluid and therefore not amenable to formalization. This raises doubts 

about the efficacy of devising the system of governance within an international peace 

process. For centuries, local boundaries have been negotiated at the grassroots level 

among communities, while recent attempt to formalize them have heightened conflict.442 

 

4.4.1 The History of Federalism in Sudan/South Sudan 

Appeals for federalism have a long pedigree in South Sudan, but this concept has “meant 

different things to different persons at different times.”443 The desire for federalism in the 

south first emerged in 1953 as the condition for southern participation in self-

determination for Sudan as one country. Fearing that the south would be marginalized 

within a united Sudan, southern parliamentarians made unsuccessful attempts on the eve 

of independence to extract the concession of a federal arrangement from the north. The 

failure to achieve internal self-determination became one of the major drivers of Sudan’s 

first civil war (1955-1972). At that point, General Ibrahim Abboud’s military regime put 

an end to any discussion of federalism as a constitutional solution for Sudan.444  

     Upon taking power in 1969, General Jafaar al-Numeiri’s military government brought 

with it an acceptance of the principle of regional autonomy for the south. Under the 1972 

Addis Ababa Agreement, negotiated with Joseph Lagu’s South Sudan Liberation 

Movement (SSLM), the south was recognized as a distinct and autonomous entity within 

Sudan. A year later, Numeiri drafted a secular constitution that addressed long-standing 
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disputes over race and religion. Despite this landmark deal, northern elites maintained 

indirect control over budgets, appointments, natural resources, policies and military 

forces deployed in the south. Numeiri proceeded to interfere in the election of southern 

representatives, dissolving the elected regional governments in 1980, 1981 and 1983.445  

     The implementation of “Kokora” in 1983 meant reorganizing the southern region into 

the three provinces of Equatoria, Upper Nile and Bahr el-Ghazal. Most Dinka felt that 

this re-division played into Khartoum’s efforts to divide and rule the south. For 

Equatorians, Kokora was interpreted as a means to end “Dinka domination,” as this 

policy resulted in the expulsion from the region of many Dinka within the government 

and civil service.446 These provinces were then re-divided, with each being broken into 

two, as Bahr el-Ghazal gave birth to Lakes, Upper Nile to Jonglei and Equatoria was split 

into Eastern and Western provinces. When oil was discovered in Upper Nile, Numeiri 

carved out Unity Province and attempted to transfer it to the north.447 

     Faced with growing opposition in the north, Numeiri embraced the political agenda of 

the Islamist parties, which meant abrogating the deal with the south. In 1983, Numeiri 

divided the south into three regions with reduced constitutional powers, rescinded the 

required election of southern governors, eliminated the separate southern army and 

enacted the September Laws, an attempt to impose Shari’a law across Sudan. These 

moves led to the renewal of conflict in 1983, as John Garang’s SPLM/A changed the 

direction of the political debate away from a focus on federalism towards the reform of 

government for the whole of Sudan. In the 1990s, President Bashir converted the 
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provinces to states, but not before gerrymandering Warap State out of Lakes. A third state 

was then cut out of the two Equatorias, called Bahr el-Jebel or Central Equatoria.448 

     By 1994, when Khartoum introduced a system of 23 federal states for all of Sudan, 

this included ten in the south. These were largely theoretical because government forces 

did not effectively control most of its southern territory. Khartoum’s version of 

federalism was highly centralized and the Coordinating Council for the southern states 

had little authority. Rather than crafting a robust federal structure, the 2005 CPA retained 

Khartoum’s decentralized federal system as the formula for a united Sudan.449 At the 

beginning of the interim period, internal boundaries in the south were a combination of 

federal state boundaries created by Khartoum and local administrative boundaries created 

by the SPLA in their liberated areas.450 The 2005 Interim Constitution codified the CPA 

into law and established a decentralized government. The principles of decentralization 

and devolution of power were, however, exercised “more in word than in action.”451  

     At independence in 2011, South Sudan “inherited Khartoum’s division of the south 

into ten states, with Juba replacing Khartoum as the central power.”452 Thereafter, the 

SPLM began to move away from even this relatively limited system of administrative 

decentralization. For instance, the 2011 Transitional Constitution never explicitly 

mentions the word federalism, but instead establishes a decentralized system of 

government based on five levels: national, state, local, payam and boma.453 The 2011 
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constitution consolidated powers in the executive and expanded those of the national 

government. The president was given the ability to dismiss the vice-president, ministers, 

state governors, members of the national legislative assembly and state legislatures. 

These provisions undermined the state organ’s ability to operate independently of the 

central government.454 The final result was that the states possessed the expensive 

institutions of a federal system without the requisite financial and political autonomy.455 

 

4.4.2 Federalism in the South Sudan Peace Process 

Within the IGAD-led mediation, the SPLM-IO, along with nearly every other stakeholder 

aside from the SPLM-IG (as well as its allies within the civil society and other political 

parties delegations) campaigned for some form of federal governance structure.456 The 

opposition argued that a federal system must be adopted immediately during the 

transitional period.457 The government was forced to accept the demand of federalism, 

but maintained that this system could only be adopted following a constitutional review 

and consultations with the people of South Sudan.458 Regionally, the principle of 

federalism has generated widespread support in the Equatorias and Greater Upper Nile, 

while these proposals have been resisted in Juba and Greater Bahr el-Ghazal.459   

     The SPLM-IG remained passive during the talks on the nature of reforms and the 

number of federal states to be instituted. In July 2014, the SPLM-IO unveiled a plan for 
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the state system to be restructured, moving from 10 to 21 states based on the colonial 

districts that existed in 1956.460 The government rejected this proposal, accusing Machar 

of trying to secure his movement’s control over South Sudan’s resources in the Greater 

Upper Nile region. The rebels claimed that the SPLM-IG was stalling on the issue of 

federalism and accused President Kiir of acting in bad faith.461 As evidence of this claim, 

in July 2014 media outlets accused Information Minister Makuei of having issued an 

order not to publish or broadcast information about the issue of federalism.462 

     Although every opposition delegation voiced its support for federalism, viewpoints 

differed on what this system should look like. For instance, at the SPLM/A-IO’s 

November 2014 internal consultations, only the delegation from Unity resolved that the 

federal system should be based on the 21-state model.463 Representatives from Bahr el-

Ghazal called for an additional two states in Northern Bahr el-Ghazal and Unity States.464 

The SPLM-IO delegates from the Equatorias resolved that federalism should be based on 

28 states with 10 in Bahr el-Ghazal, 9 in Equatoria and 9 in Upper Nile.465 The delegation 

from Upper Nile state called for an American style federal system to be adapted to South 

Sudan on the basis of the 10 state system.466 The SPLM-IO was criticized, even within its 
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own ranks, for attempting to unilaterally decide upon issues at the negotiating table that 

should be discussed within the context of the constitutional review process.467   

     The 2015 ARCSS only mentions the word federalism in passing and there is no 

explanation of what this system should look like. The peace deal extended power-sharing 

to the state level of government on the basis of the existing ten states. The opposition was 

granted the right to appoint the governors of Unity and Upper Nile states, while the 

incumbent government retained the governorship of Jonglei state. The SPLM-IO also 

gained a varying percentage of political positions in the other seven states.468 Thereafter, 

on October 2, 2015, President Kiir issued a decree increasing the number of states in 

South Sudan from 10 to 28, and later 32.469 Under this plan, Unity and Upper Nile were 

divided into three states, with the oil fields in Upper Nile effectively coming under the 

control of the Dinka.470 In particular, the Fertit of Western Bahr el-Ghazal State and the 

Shilluk of Upper Nile State accused Kiir of orchestrating a Dinka land grab.471 

     Kiir’s Executive Order violated the constitution and the ARCSS, which mandated that 

any changes to the state structure needed to be agreed upon by all stakeholders. The 

president moved to implement this decision despite opposition at the Supreme Court, in 

the Equatorias and Greater Upper Nile, among most of the peace process stakeholders 

and within the international community. This “hastily announced and not clearly 

demarcated” plan reflected the Kiir regime’s displeasure with the allocation of political 

positions to the SPLM-IO at the state level. The government clearly determined that it 
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had the leverage to enforce advantageous terms of peace on a vanquished rebel force and 

disregarded the international community’s “imposed” peace accord.472 By intensifying 

uncertainly over the nature of political representation, local authority and resource access, 

this decision, “increased incentives for historically interdependent communities to 

compete for exclusive access to and control over political and economic resources.”473  

     In 2016, IGAD called for a short-term national boundary commission to be created 

that was to review the proposed states and their boundaries that was never formed, 

meaning the new states remained. Under the 2018 R-ARCSS, two committees, the 

Technical Boundary Committee (TBC) and the Independent Boundaries Committee 

(IBC), were assigned to determine the number of states and border demarcation in the 

federal system. The TBC, made up of experts nominated from IGAD and the Western 

Troika, was asked to delineate and demarcate all of the ethnic boundaries in South Sudan 

to inform the decision about the number of states.474 After receiving the TBC’s completed 

report on March 27, 2019, the IBC was charged with making recommendations on the 

number of states within 90 days. The R-ARCSS stipulated that, if the IBC failed to carry 

out its mandate, the number of states would be determined by a referendum.475 A 

resolution was ultimately reached among the parties in February 2020, under which 

South Sudan would revert back ten states, with three separate administrative areas 

existing in Abyei, Greater Pibor and Ruweng.476 The parties agreed months later that 
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Machar’s camp would propose the governors for three states, including Upper Nile, while 

a third signatory, the SSOA, would nominate the governor for Jonglei state.477  

 

4.4.3 The Difficulties in Devising a Federal Structure in South Sudan 

Although the national consensus is in favor of federalism, it remains unclear how it can 

be calibrated to overcome the country’s many fault lines. South Sudanese delegates and 

citizens often assume that federalism will allow resources to be shared equitably across 

all regions and power to be decentralized, thus reducing group conflict.478 In reality, 

disputes over identity, authority and representation cannot be overcome by fixing lines on 

a map. Changing the number and form of state boundaries will not resolve disputes that 

are rooted in competing visions of state-society relations. The notion that any division of 

states represents an authentic expression of ethnic homelands ignores the fluidity of 

identity, rights and politics. In practice, the creation of fixed boundaries has exacerbated 

conflict in South Sudan and merely shifted disputes to lower administrative levels.479  

     The process of delimiting internal boundaries is highly politicized and contentious. By 

defining political constituencies and administrative units, territorial boundaries determine 

the allocation of state resources, the local ownership of natural resources (e.g. water, 

grazing lands) and the level of administrative responsibility. Doing so affects the balance 

of local power, thus creating new majority/minority groups and consolidating or dividing 

neighboring communities. Processes of territorialisation establish the administrative 

framework of state-society relations, which is defined by competing narratives of historic 
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occupation and identity-based claims to land-based resources. Communities that benefit 

from a new set-up will work to deepen their control over land and local authority, while 

those that lose out will push for change based on competing, but equally exclusive, 

definitions of identity and territorial rights. In South Sudan, the government and its armed 

opponents have used this competitive process to shore up local support through 

appointments of new state governors and their ministerial cabinets.480  

     Since 2011, decisions about new states have been imposed from the top down, either 

by the central government or the command of the armed opposition. In the peace talks, 

the SPLM-IO’s 21-state plan was based on regional divisions, while President Kiir’s 32-

state framework used ethnicity as the basis of its geographic divisions. Critics argue that 

the Executive Order was a concerted plan by Kiir to ensure Dinka control over the oil 

produced in Greater Upper Nile.481 Opponents of federalism in South Sudan have likened 

it to the re-emergence of Kokora (i.e regional segregation on the basis of ethnicity). 

Reflecting these fears, a number of delegates expressed that ethnic federalism would 

degrade South Sudan’s national identity and install enclaves that are incompatible with 

national ideals.482 In this vein, Mamdani has argued that, rather than envisioning South 

Sudan as a country, the R-ARCSS “is a sharing of the pie between the tribes of South 

Sudan: first the major tribes, Dinka and Nuer, and then the lesser ones.” 

     Advocates of ethnic federalism assume that the political map must follow the cultural 

and ethnographic map of a region at the national and local levels.483 However, states in 
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Africa are not easily amenable to “rational” divisions. This is particularly the case in 

South Sudan, where society is deeply fractured along ethnic, regional and cultural lines, 

while the government “cannot prevail by force of arms in all the diffuse and often local 

conflicts that continue.”484 Recognizing the country’s diversity and its 64 ethnic groups 

within a federal structure is therefore no easy task. The two dominant ethnicities in South 

Sudan, the Dinka and Nuer, are commonly spoken of as united identities, but in fact 

consist of many sub-groups that are at times in direct conflict with one another.485 

     Broadly speaking, the Dinka are dominant in the Bahr el-Ghazal region, while Greater 

Upper Nile is primarily populated by the Nuer, but also by the Dinka and other groups. 

Out of hostility for Kiir, combatants from the Fertit, Shilluk and other minorities joined 

the SPLA-IO ranks amid the civil war. Greater Equatoria is also often treated as a unified 

entity that can be represented by a single politician, despite the fact that this region is 

populated by a diversity of communities.486 There has always been a strong demand in 

the Equatorias for greater devolution of powers and a broader form of decentralization. 

Grievances in this region stem from a sense of political neglect and a belief that rival 

groups have been occupying their land. Many Equatorians interpret federalism as the 

right to expel armed Dinka and Nuer soldiers or cattle herders who enter their lands.487     

     The complexity and fluidity of ethnicity in South Sudan therefore undermines the 

ability to create rational state and sub-state divisions that dampen, rather than exacerbate, 

the many drivers of identity-based conflict. SPLM-IO delegates argued that it is not 

possible to divide the country based on ethnicity because groups are so intermingled and 
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people live in such diversity in each state.488 Majority populations may still be able to 

dominate minority groups within a federal structure, leading to the reproduction or 

reversal of divisions that exist at the national level within each state. Under the R-

ARCSS, for instance, areas with multi-ethnic populations must be defined as belonging to 

one particular ethnic group. This ethnic model risks “depriving minorities within each 

district of the right to customary use of land and to participate in local government.”489  

 

Conclusion 

While most national stakeholders are in favor of federalism, the exact nature and form 

that this system of government should take are far from clear. Liberal interventionists, 

who focus on the role of institutions in guiding the behavior of ruling elites, promote such 

reforms as part of the solution to instability and state weakness. Simply changing the 

lines on the map or implementing a new system of government cannot fundamentally 

alter the way politics function at the central, state and local levels, or stem the region’s 

intractable conflicts. The act of adopting any formal structure cannot solve South Sudan’s 

identity- and grievance-based conflicts. The process of formalizing internal boundaries, 

and the consequent increasing power of the state, has in fact heightened the drivers of 

conflict. The difficulties in devising the federal structure relate to the arbitrary nature of 

the de jure state, the complexity of identity in this context, the weakness of formal 

institutions and the tendency towards elite override of formal processes at every level. 

     The evidence from South Sudan also indicates that the development of durable and 

representative state institutions is, for the most part, an internal process that is not 
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amenable to external manipulation. The IGAD-led mediation looked at the powers of the 

federal elements in the state without thinking about the power at the center, which is not 

very functional or powerful in actual fact. This raises questions over how to balance 

between promoting a strong central state and pursuing a federalist option. If the centre is 

too weak then federalism will not work at all. There is presently no monopoly of violence 

in South Sudan and these are not the types of states that tend to be decentralized.490 It 

may be necessary to build up the power of the central state before it can be divided. 

Otherwise, the result would be a perpetually weak central state and a proliferation of 

equally weak mini-states that reproduce many of the same practices on a smaller scale.491  

     Many groups, however, see the centre as the problem in South Sudan. The 

centralization of power in Khartoum was a major reason why the south decided to secede. 

Juba has in many ways reproduced these policies, creating a number of marginalized 

groups prone to conflict.492 Still, a necessary element of building a state is to create a 

central government that can exert its control over the entirety of its territory. It is difficult 

to devolve power to the state through decentralization or federalism until a central power 

has first been solidified. This reveals a fundamental issue, that the starting point or 

internal conditions in terms of state power, at all levels, are very weak in South Sudan.493 

While the increasing power of the state has heightened conflict, out of these 

confrontations over territorial boundaries and land access rights may ultimately emerge 

some form of stable governance as the organizational residue of these societal contests.     
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4.5 Procedural Democracy and Elections 

A fifth policy of the liberal institutionalist model, after having organized a mediation 

process and formed an inclusive transitional government, an election must be held. 

Elections observation has become a norm among Western governments and organizations 

in their mission to promote liberal democracy in every corner of the world. The holding 

of “free and fair” multiparty elections is now a sine qua non for conferring legitimacy to 

governments in countries emerging from conflict and is the key determinant to proclaim a 

successful transition from war to peace. Elections are portrayed as objective and 

depoliticized exercises that reflect a shared interest in universally accepted principles, 

norms and values pertaining to democratic governance and human rights.494  

     While drawing on the principle of democratic legitimacy, elections may nonetheless 

have “functions and objectives which are entirely contrary to those of liberalization.”495 

External actors tend to look the other way and/or pursue their own interests, while 

governments sow the seeds of instability inherent in unfair elections in fragile countries, 

causing a crisis of legitimacy that can stunt future reform efforts.496 Beyond “ticking 

boxes,” issues of human rights, good governance and the rule of law are often set aside in 

practice with the call for elections becoming the sole marker of democratization.497 The 

2010 elections in Sudan are an example of how, in the absence of strong political, judicial 

and administrative institutions, rather than strengthening peace, the vote risks promoting 

illiberal or undemocratic tendencies and resulting in further instability. 
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     In contexts where the state is weak and fragmented, society is deeply fractured and a 

country is recently emerging from civil war, the electoral process often heightens the 

insecurity of a peace deal’s signatories and the general population. Africa’s political 

boundaries force seemingly incompatible groups to share the same state, a reality that 

leads to harmful practices of ethnic campaigning and voting. The informal nature of 

politics means that electoral rules are easily circumvented and electoral politics takes 

place through patron-client relations. In this environment, the run-up to elections or a 

party leadership race, and the possibility that the losers may reject the results, raises the 

potential for renewed conflict. Groups that have recently fought a bitter civil war fear that 

the enemy may use an electoral victory to exclude them from the levers of state power.498 

     Roland Paris has convincingly made the case that a set of strong institutions must be 

in place before elections can have the desired liberalizing effect. Paris has deemed these 

efforts a modern mission civilisatrice, but nonetheless advocates for foreign actors to play 

a significant role in democratizing and (re)building collapsed states.499 Crucial questions 

remain concerning the role that external actors can and should play in developing these 

state institutions and whether the practice of holding elections immediately after the 

transitional period has a positive effect on this process. Historically, the SPLM has 

interpreted “democracy” based on the procedures dictated by the international community 

to secure aid money, while in fact manipulating the electoral process. Meanwhile, IGAD 

member-states maintain a tenuous relationship with the declared goal of democratization 
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and strategic interests equally inform the actions of Western governments.500 

 

4.5.1 Elections and South Sudan’s Civil War 

The outbreak of civil war in South Sudan was linked to competing factions within the 

SPLM, under the president, vice-president and secretary general, positioning to be named 

party chairperson ahead of national elections that were scheduled for 2015.501 In July 

2013, President Kiir moved to dissolve and realign his Cabinet in response to the open 

challenge to his leadership by Vice President Machar, SPLM Secretary General Amum 

and Rebecca Garang. The prospect of holding elections destabilized the country due to 

weak institutional restraints within the ruling party, a lack of adherence to the SPLM 

constitution and the party’s rigid structure that is governed by the politico-military high 

command.502 The conflict seemingly resulted from a calculated decision meant to extend 

the current regime’s lifespan. Violence then spread throughout the country because there 

are no institutions capable of moderating ethnic conflicts at the local or national level.503 

     In January 2014, with his term set to run out on July 8, 2015, President Kiir told the 

public that a national election would be held on June 30, 2015. Officials in Washington 

told the government in Juba that they would not support or finance this plan because the 

security situation was not suitable for organizing elections.504 In March 2015, the national 

legislatures postponed the election date by extending the legitimacy of their own 
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members and that of the executive for three years.505 The 2015 ARCSS established that a 

reconstituted National Elections Commission (NEC) must organize and hold elections 60 

days before the end of the 30-month transitional period. The term and mandate of the 

incumbent president, vice-president and state governors were extended, along with the 

new position of first vice-president, for the duration of the transition.506  

     In August 2018, to avoid a constitutional vacuum, the Transitional National 

Legislative Assembly (TNLA) amended the constitution to empower President Kiir, his 

five vice presidents and the legislature to rule the country for three more years.507 Signed 

a months later, the R-ARCSS mandated that elections must be held following an eight-

month pre-transition and 36-month transitional period. The NEC must be reconstituted to 

conduct free, fair and credible elections. The National Elections Act, 2012, must also be 

amended to conform to the terms of the permanent constitution that will be drafted.508 

The looming spectre of elections, now scheduled for 2023, will set the stage for another 

Kiir/Machar showdown that risks descending into violence, as took place in 2013.509     

 
4.5.2 Sudan’s 2010 Elections 

The last election held in what was then Southern Sudan was in April 2010 under the 

power-sharing arrangement between the NCP and SPLM. The decision to include a call 

for elections within the CPA came from the deal’s foreign sponsors, particularly the 

United States. By the time elections were held, five years after the deal was signed and 
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one year behind schedule, most citizens had become disillusioned by the implementation 

of the CPA, leaving no doubt that the south was heading towards independence.510 The 

NCP accepted that elections were necessary to bolster its domestic and international 

legitimacy, but decided that they could not be democratic.511 Khartoum sought to repress 

northern opposition parties and to neutralize its southern partner on the national level, 

while the SPLM was focused on securing the south in its bid for self-determination.512    

     Since officials within the executive and legislature in Sudan were appointed, the deal’s 

sponsors believed that elections could serve as a plebiscite on the CPA, engage political 

forces not included in the agreement and instill a sense of ownership in the peace process 

among the citizenry. Given that the negotiations took place exclusively between the NCP 

and SPLM, elections were deemed necessary to incorporate constituents in Darfur, 

Eastern Sudan, the “Three Areas” (Abyei, South Kordofan and Blue Nile) and southern 

groups beyond the SPLM/A, including the SSDF. The Western Troika feared that these 

parties would become spoilers and undermine the agreement if they were not represented 

in the government.513 Defenders of the CPA argued that, because it included the 

provision for elections, “what might have been an exclusive agreement was instead 

transformative, opening political space in both the north and south.”514 

     With the 2011 referendum on independence only months away, the SPLM chose to 

focus solely on preserving its representation in the south rather than contesting the 

elections on a nationwide basis, allowing the NCP to record a comfortable victory in the 
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national election with 68% of the vote.515 In this spirit, all political parties except for Lam 

Akol’s SPLM-DC chose not to field candidates against Kiir in the presidential election or 

the SPLM in the south.516 As a result, the SPLM secured an overwhelming victory in the 

south, where it ran largely uncontested by southern or northern parties. The SPLM 

received 93% of the vote and was granted 160 of 170 seats in the Southern Legislative 

Assembly, while the SPLM-DC received only 7% of the vote and secured two seats. 

Sudan’s 2010 elections produced parallel clean sweeps by the two ruling parties, which 

between them won every governorship and 422 of the 446 seats in the National 

Assembly. Whereas the NCP and SPLM had held 80% of seats before the elections, 

afterwards they held 94%. Far from broadening the level of representation in both 

governments, the 2010 elections therefore entrenched the ruling NCP and SPLM.517 

     The SPLM congresses were particularly contentious based on the decision of the 

Political Bureau to disregard nominated party flag bearers in state congresses and 

handpick candidates of its choice. This forced over 300 individual members of the SPLM 

to stand as independents against officially sanctioned SPLM candidates. In the aftermath 

of the 2010 elections, some of those who ran for office and lost started rebellions in 

Unity, Upper Nile and Jonglei states. Rebel leaders like Gadet were motivated by 

opportunism and greed, while others, like George Athor, Gatluak Gai and David Yau 

Yau, had grievances linked to the flawed electoral process. Other prominent party 

members, including Alfred Lado Gore, Angelina Teny Machar and Peter Adwok Nyaba, 
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were later compensated with government posts after their losses in the election.518  

     Donors and multilateral organizations provided Sudan’s elections in 2010 with 

considerable financial, technical and logistical assistance. These included the AU, EU, 

IGAD, Arab League, Carter Center and diplomatic missions from a number of states.519 

The electoral process was politically contentious at every step, from the conduct of the 

national census in 2008, the demarcation of constituencies, voter registration, 

campaigning and polling, to vote counting. The electoral victories of SPLM candidates in 

every single gubernatorial race, in particular, lacked credibility. For the SPLM leadership 

and its international backers, the national elections were “down-graded to a box tick on 

the path to the referendum.”520 The most critical reports on the elections came from the 

Carter Center and the EU. The AU, IGAD and Western Troika acknowledged that the 

elections failed to meet international standards, but rushed to welcome the results.521 

     In both the north and south, interference of the press was common, freedom of 

association was limited, opposition parties were harassed and civil society was 

controlled.522 Human Rights Watch documented abuses perpetrated by the NCP and 

SPLM during the elections, including widespread procedural irregularities, fraud in the 

counting of ballots, restrictions on civil liberties and intimidation of opponents, voters 

and elections observers by security forces.523 Sudan’s 2010 elections were therefore 

pursued in an environment where political repression was common and democratic 

freedoms had not taken root. The international community overlooked the massive vote 
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rigging, harassment of opposition parties and other irregularities because its primary 

objective was to preserve the CPA and the referendum on self-determination.524  

     In the context of a de facto one-party state that is weak and fractured along ethnic 

lines, elections often lead to the blocking out of other political parties and civil society. 

This is because the parties to an accord have an advantageous position when it comes to 

economic resources and the ability to mobilize, causing problems in the transition to 

multiparty democracy.525 In charge of organizing Sudan’s elections in 2010, the NCP was 

well positioned to ensure that they served its narrow interests and maintained the status 

quo. The SPLM primaries and the general elections also left much to be desired in terms 

of the south’s democratic evolution. Ultimately, Sudan’s elections embittered opposition 

in the north and south, by giving the ruling parties an inflated level of representation.526  

 

Conclusion      

In South Sudan, jockeying for power within the SPLM in the lead up to the elections that 

were scheduled for 2015 caused the country to descend into civil war in December 2013. 

After fighting erupted in July 2016, Machar’s status in exile, the proliferation of localized 

conflicts and the fractured opposition leadership were all factors that raised concerns over 

how the SPLM leadership race would unfold prior to the elections that were at the time 

scheduled for 2018.527 With the election put off until 2023 by the R-ARCSS, the 

transitional period risks becoming one big electoral campaign, with each party intent on 
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defeating the other politically without governing. The sitting government possesses a 

number of institutional advantages that limit the possibility of effecting credible change 

through electoral processes. The degree to which the winners will enjoy governmental 

legitimacy, rather than merely international legitimacy, must therefore be questioned.  

     When conducted under illiberal conditions, elections risk heightening instability in the 

short-term and confer external legitimacy on what is in fact a highly problematic division 

of power. Credible elections in South Sudan are not possible “as long as the civil war 

continues, when half of the population is displaced or in need of humanitarian assistance, 

the spectre of famine continues to loom, and severe limitations on freedom of expression, 

assembly, and the press are in place.”528 Under these conditions, it would be difficult for 

the NEC, political parties, civic groups and electoral candidates to perform elections 

operations successfully. The pact demanded that the 2011 Transitional Constitution be 

amended, which will pave the way for the review of the Political Parties Act, 2012, and 

National Elections Act, 2012. However, the country has thus far not completed 

preparations of legal frameworks necessary for elections as provided by the ARCSS. 529 

     In ethnically divided societies where formal state institutions are weak, premature 

elections may cause more conflict than they resolve and hasten institutionalization in the 

long-term. In South Sudan, faced with innumerable ethnically defined rivals, the Kiir 

regime has solidified its power and extended its lifespan by shoring up its Dinka base, 

manipulating the electoral process and initiating another round of violence when all else 

fails. Opposition rebels, for their part, are unlikely to accept the results of an election that 
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they deem to be illegitimate.530 IGAD member-states, Western powers and China, though 

rhetorically wedded to the notion of democratization within the mediation process, have 

in fact pursued their own varied and often conflicting interests in South Sudan.    

     Elections have become the internationally accepted marker for governmental 

legitimacy, despite a growing understanding in the literature that holding them in the 

context of weak or non-existent institutional restraints and deep-felt ethnic divisions can 

be extremely destabilizing. Liberal state-builders are most concerned with protecting new 

dispensations that have been laid out in a peace deal, instilling the procedural aspects of 

democracy and then formulating an exit strategy. Sudan’s 2010 elections demonstrate 

that holding “elections before institutionalization” can be counterproductive. As Séverine 

Autesserre writes, those who have to live with the consequences of an electoral process 

should be the ones deciding if, when and how it takes place. Where there is a strong local 

demand for elections, they can be organized in short order with the understanding that 

violence may escalate. In places where a focus on procedural democracy would come at 

the expense of addressing other pressing sources of conflict (e.g. stability and poverty), 

the international community should put elections on the backburner.531 

 
4.6 The Long-Term Process of Democratic Institutionalization 

A final set of policies in the political domain involves liberal interventionists assisting in 

the more long-term process of democratic institutionalization. The peace process for 

South Sudan promoted a series of reforms to the executive, judiciary and legislative 

branches of government, as well as the constitution, party system and political freedoms. 
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State-builders face the unenviable task of forming institutions that can reach across 

ethnic, regional and religious divides to accommodate the interests of a multitude of 

actors. These institutions must be strong enough to withstand pervasive patron-client 

networks that define South Sudan’s political marketplace and enjoy sufficient legitimacy 

that they will be followed by people and leaders with no prior attachment to them. 

Broader structural conditions tied to the arbitrary, weak, fragmented and informal nature 

of the state in South Sudan make it very difficult for liberal interventions to succeed. This 

analysis therefore raises doubts about the role that outside forces can realistically be 

expected to play in building state institutions and transporting democracy.  

 

4.5.1 South Sudan’s History of Institutional Underdevelopment 

That the GRSS has not been successful at territorializing its rule throughout South Sudan 

can be traced to the region’s history of neglect by colonial powers and Khartoum. The 

territory known as Sudan first came to be following a series of Turco-Egyptian conquests 

in the 1820s. During this time, slave raiding, the ivory trade and agricultural exploitation 

of the south by northern merchant tribes led to the emergence of regional imbalances in 

wealth and power.532 Following a period of indigenous Islamist rule known as the 

Mahdiyya (1883-1898), the north and south first came into administrative contact with 

the advent of the Anglo-Egyptian Condominium (1898-1956). The two regions were 

ruled separately, while northern financial profitability served as a pretext for an unequal 

development policy. The British pursued a policy of benign neglect in the south, isolating 

it as a means to control the Nile River, thwart Arab slave traders and create a buffer 
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against the expansion of Islam. The Condominium governed using a system of indirect 

rule through appointed chiefs that lacked deep historical or cultural roots.533 

     After independence in 1956, the British colonial government passed control of Sudan 

to a small elite from within the Arab nationalist movement. Northern elites proceeded to 

integrate the south into a single state without southern participation in the process. At no 

point was the south treated as an equal partner in the construction of the Sudanese nation. 

The south was further marginalized from political and economic development, while the 

region’s resources were funneled to the benefit of Khartoum and its surrounding areas.534 

Businesses were concentrated in the north, while the south did not receive its fair share of 

resources, southern citizens were left out of government appointments and the Khartoum 

government sought to Islamize and Arabize them. The only substantial development 

projects undertaken by Khartoum governments were in the oil fields.535 This history of 

state creation by colonial forces and of northern centralized authoritarian rule is largely 

responsible for the present intractable conflicts and issues of state underdevelopment. 

     From its inception in 1983, John Young writes, the SPLM/A has been unable to 

resolve problems of leadership, tribalism and factionalism to develop viable political 

institutions.536 Conversely, Zachariah Mampilly contends that early on the SPLM/A was 

able to establish a nascent rebel civil administration that could maintain law and order 

within its territory. The concern at the time was to ensure military discipline and suppress 

internal dissent rather than responding to civilian needs. In 1984, the SPLM/A 

promulgated a set of Penal and Disciplinary Laws that combined customary practices 
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with formal military law and by 1985 had established a rudimentary system to control 

cattle raiding. The majority of health, education, infrastructure and nutritional needs in 

Southern Sudan, however, continued to be fulfilled by foreign aid organizations.537 

     The “Nasir faction” was formed in 1991 after Riek Machar, Lam Akol and Gordon 

Kong split from the SPLM/A, citing frustration over Garang’s autocratic leadership style. 

This split and conflicts among southern ethnic groups forced the rebel command to build 

a civilian administration and decentralize the political apparatus in an effort to retain or 

regain support from non-Dinka communities and gain international legitimacy. Internal 

tensions, combined with pressure from aid organizations, churches and international 

agencies, provoked the insurgency to begin a process of governance reform, which 

culminated in the SPLM organizing a first national convention in 1994.538 There, a public 

administration was established, governed by a National Executive Council (NEC) and a 

National Liberation Council (NLC), to act as a legislature. As time went on, these 

institutions remained weak and Garang retained the power to appoint or dismiss at every 

level, while the SPLM would not hold its next National Convention until 2008.539 

     Out of the 1994 national convention, a new multilevel system of participatory 

governance was created, the Civil Authority of the New Sudan (CANS). Despite 

ambitions to the contrary, the military wing held exclusive power over the civilian 

administration throughout the war. The reforms were designed to devolve power and the 

provision of services from the central command to a hierarchy of local authorities. The 

“boma” or village was split between and chief selected by the local community, advised 
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by a council of elders, and a boma administrator appointed by the SPLM/A. In practice, 

these bodies exerted little influence over civilian governance and the command was 

“more concerned with constructing the facade of democratic institutions to impress 

international donors than with… the provision of services to local communities.”540 

     The development of an incipient civil administration in Southern Sudan was driven by 

internal tensions between the SPLM/A constituent factions after 1991, triggered partly by 

accusations of civilian mistreatment. Leadership challenges forced the command to 

develop a system of civilian administration to improve relations between the SPLM/A 

and communities living under its control. According to Mampilly, the SPLM/A managed 

to develop a partially effective system of rebel governance that provided some degree of 

stability in certain areas, but failed to meet other basic needs of the citizenry. Most 

notably, the SPLM/A successfully integrated previously antagonistic southern elements 

into its coalition by developing a governance structure that privileged local autonomy 

over central control. With little pre-existing infrastructure, the leadership co-opted the 

plethora of transnational actors engaged in developmental activities in the south.541 

     The 2005 CPA provided a blueprint for the institutions of a future South Sudanese 

state. Out of the deal, a national government was created that consists of a legislature, 

executive and judiciary, accompanied by a National Legislature composed of a National 

Legislative Assembly and Council of States. These organs should function independently 

of each other through a system of checks and balances that establishes a separation of 

powers. The peace deal’s foreign sponsors provided funds to build up the state that the 

nascent institutions were unable to absorb productively. As a result, these formal 
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structures hold little meaning to citizens and those in power. Even if the proper legislative 

constraints did exist, the legislature is dominated by the SPLM, while interference by the 

executive in the judiciary and sub-national government bodies is common.542  

     During the CPA negotiations and interim period, there was a lot of attention paid to 

the make-up of South Sudan’s institutions. Ultimately, many of the institutions mandated 

by the CPA were either never created or did not function properly. However, it cannot be 

said that the conflict erupted directly as a result of the failure of these institutions or that 

there was a lack of thinking on the make-up of the state during the peace process. Rather, 

given the overall weakness of the state’s institutions, the fragmented security 

environment and the lack of an integrated army, this meant that once there was a split, it 

was a complete one. The immediate spark of the December 2013 clashes in Juba took 

place within the Presidential Guard between forces loyal to Kiir and Machar, then spread 

throughout the entire security sector. The lack of institutionalization made matters worse 

once the conflict began because there was no state resilience to contain such problems.543 

 

4.5.2 Institutional Reforms and the SPLM Reunification Process in Arusha 

Launched in 2014, the Intra-SPLM Dialogue in Arusha was meant to compliment the 

more complex governance, economic and security reforms being discussed in Addis 

Ababa. Efforts to reform the South Sudanese state in Arusha focused on reunifying the 

three SPLM factions, the SPLM-IG, SPLM-IO and SPLM-Leaders. Having concluded 

that the conflict was primarily an intra-party affair, the solutions presented there were 

premised on improving internal party competition by reforming, institutionalizing and 
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democratizing the SPLM. On January 21, 2015, three SPLM factions signed a deal in 

Arusha committing to reunify the party. This document outlined 44 institutional reforms 

to address the political, organizational and leadership issues that led to the civil war. A 

central political component of the Arusha agreement involved reinstating some of the 

party’s top leadership and calling on the parties to redefine the SPLM’s ideological 

vision, development path, democratic institutions and system of governance.544  

     As per the Arusha agreement, the party’s basic documents must be reviewed after a 

faction led by President Kiir amended them in December 2013. The deal also sought to 

limit the authority of the party chairman, to outlaw a show of hands voting model on 

contentious matters and to institutionalize the organization by vesting more powers in the 

Political Bureau. On the need to separate the SPLM from the SPLA, it was agreed that 

military commanders should not be allowed to hold positions in the party.545 

Organizationally, the SPLM party leadership was required to reform the political party by 

formulating policies that allow a culture of tolerance and ideals of democracy to take 

root. Any member of “competence and good standing” would have the right to contest for 

any leadership position in the party at any level. Finally, there would be a limit of two 

five-year terms for the SPLM chairman at the national and state levels, while those found 

responsible for crimes against humanity would be denied access to public positions.546  

     In June 2015, the Intra-SPLM Dialogue took a step forward after President Kiir 

reinstated a number of the SPLM-Leaders to their former positions. The 2015 ARCSS 
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failed to incorporate much of the party document.547 At the October 2015 NLC meetings, 

President Kiir removed a number of party members from their positions, including Pagan 

Amum as SPLM Secretary General, breaking the spine of SPLM reunification. In 

November 2017, after reunification efforts were renewed by Uganda and Egypt, elements 

of these three groups within the ruling coalition signed a “Declaration of Unification” in 

Cairo.548 While some of the SPLM-Leaders, or Former Detainees, have been incorporated 

into the government, others remain in exile (e.g. Amum). The Arusha dialogue ultimately 

allowed the SPLM-IG to frustrate the IGAD mediation in Addis Ababa, presented little 

benefit to the SPLM/A-IO and was used to gain influence by the SPLM-Leaders.549  

 

4.5.3 Constitutional Review and the IGAD-led Peace Process 

Within the IGAD-led peace talks in Ethiopia, an important element of democratic 

institutionalization involved discussion over how to revive the country’s constitutional 

process. The concept of liberal constitutionalism is driven by three principles: (1) 

sovereignty relates to the belief that power is vested in the citizens and not the 

government; (2) the doctrine of separation of powers stems from the distrust of 

concentrating power and; (3) an officials’ power must be limited to prevent them from 

unilaterally making changes to this document.550 In South Sudan, the ruling elite’s 

informal networks have “sidelined the formal democratic institutions and processes 

provided through the South Sudanese constitution.”551 Personal and military ties between 
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figures in government play a larger role in politics than democratic processes.552  

     On sovereignty, the Interim Constitution, 2005, and Transitional Constitution, 2011, 

were largely a translation and codification of the CPA, which was negotiated exclusively 

by the SPLM on behalf of the south. In terms of the vertical separation of powers (i.e. 

linkages among the central, state and local governments), the 2011 constitution 

empowered the president to sack state governors, dissolve elected parliaments and 

declare a state of emergency, along with being given immunity from legal proceedings 

during his tenure in office. At the horizontal level, the division of legislative, executive 

and judicial functions, South Sudan’s constitution is clear with regards to the separation 

of powers. In reality, the executive has nearly absolute power and the legislature is 

extremely weak. The third element of constitutionalism is also non-existent in practice, 

despite the fact that, legally, the constitutional document can only be amended with the 

approval from two thirds of all members from both Houses of the National Legislature.553 

     The Transitional Constitution, 2011, is therefore not followed in letter or spirit. This 

document remains dualistic, meaning that its “progressive and extensive list of codified 

human rights remains at odds with the undeveloped operations and practices of political 

institutions that are supposed to enforce these rights.”554 This document was meant to last 

four years and then be replaced by a permanent constitution to guide South Sudan 

through elections in 2015. Set up in 2012, the 55-member National Constitutional Review 

Commission (NCRC) was appointed by the president with almost no consultation with 
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civil society or citizens.555 After popular consultations with the president, the commission 

was obliged to submit a draft constitution to Kiir before it was presented to the National 

Constitutional Convention. These provisions elevated the role of the “executive in the 

constitution making process above fora of popular will such as the National Legislative 

Assembly, and potentially, the National Constitutional Convention.”556  

     Already behind schedule, the constitutional review process was stalled by the onset of 

the civil war. At the peace talks in Addis Ababa, there was disagreement among the 

stakeholders about how deep the reforms should go and when they should be pursued or 

implemented.557 While the government favored the status quo, SPLM-IO delegates 

argued that IGAD needed to first address the “root causes” of the conflict before talking 

about forming a transitional government. By this, the opposition meant forcing those 

responsible for the December 2013 killings in Juba out of the government and discussing 

constitutional reforms to counteract Kiir’s “dictatorial regime.”558 From the SPLM-IO’s 

point of view, the crisis in South Sudan started because the constitution gave Kiir 

immense powers, allowing the president to use the constitution as a political tool.559  

     As one of its central reform agendas, the ARCSS mandated that the TGoNU draft and 

put into law a permanent constitution. IGAD, in consultation with the national 

stakeholders, was mandated to form a representative National Constitutional Amendment 

Committee (NCAC). The transitional assembly was to complete the constitution-making 

process within 18 months. After little progress was made under the short-lived TGoNU 

																																																								
555 Astill-Brown, “South Sudan’s Slide into Conflict: Revisiting the Past and Reassessing Partnerships,” (2014): 7. 

556 N/a, “Inquiry Panel Faults Constitution for Giving Kiir too Much Power,” Radio Tamazuj, October 28, 2015; 

radiotamazuj.org/en/news/article/inquiry-panel-faults-constitution-for-giving-kiir-too-much-power  
557 Horn of Africa Researcher. Interview conducted on October 28, 2014 in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. 

558 SPLM-IO Delegate. Interview conducted on December 18, 2015 in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia.  

559 SPLM-IO Delegate. Interview conducted on March 28, 2015 in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia.  



	

	 161	

that was formed in April 2016, the renewal of all-out war in July 2016 has pushed reform 

issues to the backburner. The 2018 R-ARCSS mandates the NCAC to draft and complete 

a Constitutional Amendment Bill that will incorporate the agreement in the 2011 

constitution. The parties also agreed to ensure that the permanent constitution-making 

process is completed before the end of the 36-month transitional period.560   

     The R-ARCSS sought to resolve the concentration of power in one party and to curb 

the powers of the presidency, which is now meant to function as an upper chamber of the 

council of ministers. The agreement did not, however, address the concentration of power 

in the executive. The judiciary and parliament will continue to be subordinated to the 

executive branch.561 As part of its mandate, the NCAC prepared the Constitutional 

Amendment Bill, 2020, to bring the Transitional Constitution, 2011, into conformity with 

the R-ARCSS. The bill was submitted to the Minister of Justice and Constitutional 

Affairs, before being ratified by the Transitional National Legislative Assembly (TNLA) 

and assented to by the president. The president changed a number of political 

appointments at the last minute that were found to contravene the R-ARCSS.562 

 

4.5.4 The Nature of the State in South Sudan and Western Liberal Democracy 

As has been the case in South Sudan, post-conflict transitional agendas tend to be over-

loaded with reform measures. Within the national stakeholders, as well as among the 

Troika, mediation team and IGAD member-states, everyone had different priorities.563 

Despite this reality, the expectations about what could be accomplished were very high. 
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International state-builders typically fall into the mindset of what needs to be done rather 

than having a realistic appreciation for what capacity and political will permit. There is a 

tension between planning an ambitious reform agenda and remaining realistic. It may be 

preferable to set targets and goals that are more achievable. This is the lesson that came 

out of the CPA peace process between northern and southern Sudan, an ambitious 

agreement that many observers have argued was overloaded with reforms.564 

     Regarding the issue of governmental legitimacy, IGAD representatives claimed that 

the regional body’s role was simply to facilitate reforms and provide resource persons to 

support the institutional arrangements that are agreed on by the South Sudanese 

stakeholders.565 Given the lack of progress, however, IGAD often pushed through its own 

proposals. There is also a limited framework (i.e. liberal democracy) within which local 

actors are permitted to operate. As one civil society delegate put it: “the South Sudanese 

stakeholders are simply implementing the policies and reforms being dictated to them by 

the international community.”566 Many observers voiced that the process needed to be 

handed over to local actors, such as faith-based groups and local institutions (payams and 

bomas). From this perspective, it is argued that any institutional arrangement that is 

imposed from the outside will not be sustainable and will lack legitimacy.567  

     The African state is both a, rather artificial, state in the Western sense of the term and 

a neo-patrimonial system. A struggle between these two systems results in the creation of 

hybrid political orders. Scholars like Jean-Francois Bayart and William Reno may go too 

far in emphasizing the informal aspects of the African state, but the policy prescriptions 
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of international state-builders go too far in the other direction.568 The outcome is a set of 

formal institutions that do not emerge from the society they are meant to reconcile and 

have little importance to the people or those in power. The problem of politics in Africa 

is the fact that the person in a certain position is more important than the institution itself. 

Informal institutions (e.g. patrimonialism, nepotism, corruption and ethnic politics) 

override the formal institutions established by the peace process.569  

     Most African leaders are not able to effectively govern much of the territory under 

their control. This creates a set of internal power imperatives that make it virtually 

impossible for leaders to accept democratic or liberal reforms. Western donors do not 

properly acknowledge the cross-cutting issues of the centre/periphery and of ethnicity in 

Africa. International state-building projects often fail because they do not fit with the 

local social, political and economic processes. Because they are so complex, the 

interveners cannot properly understand the political systems in place in Africa and 

instead seek to transpose an ideal-type European nation state.570 It must be recognized 

that internal actors are also limited in their ability to effect change by the nature of states 

in Africa and the reality that South Sudan remains at an incipient stage of state formation.  

     Democratic reforms are difficult to pursue because they run counter to the interests of 

local power-wielders. Where the international community may perceive the existence of 

emulatory institutionalization of political structures, the SPLM/A is often simply 

presenting an image to its foreign patrons. Patrimonialism is an integral part of the 

political system, where a group of ethnic Dinka commanders now dominate the upper 
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echelons of the movement. Under both Garang and Kiir, Claire Metelits writes, the 

SPLM/A leadership has deftly faked its democratic intensions, producing the artifices of 

this process while centralizing control. The image of democratization was cultivated to 

gain international support by giving the appearance of complying with global norms.571 

     As Martin, Piccolino and Speight demonstrate, insurgent groups often develop 

administrative institutions and service delivery mechanisms that facilitate social control 

over civilians. Rebel and militia leaders can acquire proto-state status in peripheral areas 

by brokering connections with central political elites. Where rebel leaders possess strong 

local-level ties with community elites and residents, social forces can generate pressure 

on rebel leaders to exercise their authority in socially beneficial ways. This requires that 

armed actors draw on bottom-up reservoirs of political capital, such as customary 

authorities, civil society organizations, trade unions and religious leaders. The local 

support and legitimacy of armed groups influences how their leaders exercise power as 

co-producers of public goods. Armed movement that behave in a more opportunistic and 

predatory manner are less likely to enjoy enduring local-level ties.572 

     An illustrative example, Somaliland’s institutional development was assisted by its 

experience of war-making as a result of the region’s diplomatic isolation during its state-

making process. This forced the SNM rebels to depend on the citizenry economically and 

politically to sustain their power, producing a more organic process of state formation. A 

further advantage relates to Somaliland’s dominance by a single clan, the Isaaq. 

Somaliland’s formal institutions work because they were forged during the liberation 
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struggle and incorporate practices that emerge out of the region’s clan-based society.573 

One key ingredient appears to be the fact that Somaliland’s leaders received little foreign 

support, forcing them to depend on and bargain with societal, not international, actors.574  

     In contrast, owing to foreign sponsorship, international aid inflows and, after 2005, the 

ability to exploit the south’s oil, the SPLM/A was never forced to rely on its population 

politically or economically in the same way the SNM was. As a result, the SPLM/A has 

failed to build robust and effective civilian governance structures. The development of 

democratic institutions that are accountable and legitimate hinges on the extent to which 

state elites depend on the citizenry to sustain their power. The SPLM has failed to create 

a process of consultation and sense of accountability to the people. Discussions exist 

within the party, but not between the party and society. This speaks to the difficulties in 

transforming a rebel movement into a civilian government guided by institutions.575  

 

Conclusion 

International state-builders have been most concerned with building up the formal 

institutional aspects of the state in South Sudan. Problems they encounter include a 

diversity of self-interested actors at various levels of power, pervasive informal patron-

client networks that undermine the functioning of these structures and a divergence 

between the goals of “liberalizers” with those of national elites and society in general. 

Western conceptions of the state and liberal democracy are not necessarily applicable 
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institutional arrangements for South Sudan. The political system must be amenable to the 

local context, developing a form of hybrid regime that integrates the local traditional 

institutions into the formal process. Any institutional arrangement that is for the most part 

designed from the outside will not be suitable or legitimate in the long term.576  

     Given the complexities involved in resolving the systemic sources of the dysfunction 

within South Sudan’s political system, arriving at a lasting solution to the conflict is not 

simply a question of sharing power, reunifying factions within the ruling party or re-

building collapsed institutions, but rather of undergoing the initial steps of state 

formation. Institutionalization and development were stunted by the Turco-Egyptian and 

British colonial powers, followed by successive regimes in Khartoum. Contemporary 

issues of political legitimacy in South Sudan lay in the existence of multiple hierarchies 

that function across geographic spaces with their own leaders, revenues, rules and 

security forces. In the ruling elite’s quest for stability and self-enrichment, state resources 

are used to build clientelist structures based on ethnic or regional divisions.577 The root 

causes of South Sudan’s civil war are therefore largely structural, reflect historical 

trajectories of the state in this context and can only realistically be resolved internally.  

 

4.7 Chapter 4: Conclusion 

This section outlined six policies in the political domain that make up the liberal 

institutionalist model: (1) organizing an international mediation process; (2) reaching a 

power-sharing deal among warring elites; (3) managing the inclusion of civil society and 

other political parties; (4) reforming the system of government; (5) holding an election at 
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the end of the transition and; (6) assisting in the long-term process of institutionalization. 

The central argument is that the liberal peace is an ambitious project in social engineering 

that runs counter to the interests of those entrusted with mediating and implementing it. 

More consequential than the chosen approach to conflict resolution, internal conditions 

stemming from the nature of the state and external ones relating to the state’s arbitrary 

boundaries, as well as South Sudan’s interactions within an anarchic regional and global 

systems, largely explain its many intractable conflicts and deficits of empirical statehood. 

     The root causes of the conflict stem from centuries of economic marginalization and 

administrative underdevelopment that cannot be remedied with a quick fix. Although 

modern states are expected to be built through liberal means and to emerge from the 

creation of formal institutions, in reality state formation continues to be an arduous 

process that is defined by violent bargaining among rival groups, patrimonial bargains 

and demands made by citizens on ruling elites. Rather than identifying the informal 

institutions that govern political life as the source of the problem and seeking to promote 

a specific type of state, it may be necessary to build upon the existing patrimonial system. 

For the political system to work, it needs to be internally legitimate, and therefore must 

emerge through an organic bargaining process between state elites and social forces. 

     The argument here is not that the international community’s state-building efforts are 

primarily responsible for the civil war and deficit of empirical statehood in South Sudan. 

This analysis instead speaks to the limitations of external actors in manufacturing state 

institutions in such a short time frame and against the will of those entrusted with 

mediating and implementing a liberally oriented peace deal. In doing so, the structures 

that emerge are greatly lacking in internal legitimacy or accountability and, as a result, 
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are easily overridden by pre-existing informal institutional behaviors. Until a monopoly 

of force or balance of power among competing forms of rebel governance is forged 

internally, conflict will persist and politics will continue to be driven by the gun. From a 

Tillyan perspective, over time these state-society confrontations will be inculcated into a 

functioning set of formal institutions. It must be recognized, however, that the starting 

conditions in South Sudan are particularly difficult. While this process may ultimately 

lead to the creation of an empirical state, it is unlikely to be a benevolent one.     
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Chapter 5: Economic Policies and the Liberal Institutionalist Model 
 
This chapter examines the application of the liberal paradigm on the creation of economic 

institutions in South Sudan’s peace process. Since the 1990s, countries emerging from 

civil war have typically “undergone extensive democratic and economic liberal reform 

via a process of post-conflict peace-building.”578 In economic terms, the liberal model 

normally involves the following dimensions: (1) liberalization and the creation of a free 

market economy; (2) establishing oversight mechanisms intended to fight corruption 

through transparency and accountability; (3) wealth-sharing and, more specifically, the 

distribution of the country’s oil wealth; (4) the use of economic sanctions as a means of 

encouraging behaviours more compatible with the liberal ideal and; (5) facilitating and 

increasing the collection of resources endogenously, including through tax reforms. 

     The application of the liberal ideal in South Sudan has encountered a number of inter-

related obstacles. First, most solutions that the international community attempts to 

impose from outside will be met by local resistance and cooptation. Liberal reformers are 

most concerned with addressing symptoms of the problem (e.g. corruption) and their 

policy prescriptions run counter to the realities of how power is exercised (i.e. patronage). 

The failure to achieve peace and build economic institutions in South Sudan is tied to 

deeper causal factors than those identified by liberal interventionists, ones that are 

regrettably not amenable to external manipulation. As Olivier de Sardan writes, the 

pervasiveness of “corruption” in Africa should instead be viewed as the inevitable and 

necessary societal reaction to the incompetence of the formal state apparatus.579   
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     Second, the ability to implement liberal reforms is impeded by the incipient nature of 

the state, the arbitrariness of its territorial boundaries and the anarchic nature of the 

international states system. South Sudan is a particularly difficult context to implement 

liberal reforms because a state has never existed in this region in the empirical or 

Weberian sense of the term. Power has always been fragmented, as formal institutions 

have been perpetually weak and/or non-existent. In the absence of these conditions, the 

distribution of power and resources is driven by a set of deeply engrained patron-client 

relations. Political stability in Africa is also made more difficult by the state’s arbitrary 

borders. Territorial boundaries in much of Africa and beyond are an artifact of colonial 

times that force seemingly incompatible ethnic groups to compete for power and 

resources within arbitrarily determined political units.580 The liberalization packages 

exported by foreign states and organizations promote a model of economic development 

that in many ways serves their own economic interests, rather than those of South Sudan. 

     Third, in South Sudan, informal institutions (i.e. socially shared behaviors that operate 

outside of officially sanctioned channels) are more important than the formal institutions 

written into a peace deal.581 The state is dominated by a fragmented politico-military elite 

and defined by competing clientelist networks that are divided along ethnic, political and 

regional lines. Ethnicization, most prominently in favor of dominant segments of the 

Dinka tribe, pervades all levels of the public administration, “with ministers and senior 

civil servants granted carte blanche to fill their respective bureaucracies mainly with 

those who belonged to their ethnic groups.”582 In an attempt to accommodate or pacify 
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these divergent interests, national and state parliaments serve, above all, as instruments of 

clientelism and patronage.583 While liberal interventionists typically identify patronage 

politics or corruption as the root of the problem in South Sudan, its practice has 

historically been the most common and effective means of negotiating power relations.584    

     Fourth, the development of formal economic institutions in South Sudan is held back 

by the so-called “resource curse.” Exogenous sources of financing, in the form of oil 

rents, aid and foreign loans, dominate the country’s economy, while endogenous revenue 

generation (i.e. taxation) is virtually non-existent. This external orientation of South 

Sudan’s economy severs the critical relationship between ruler and ruled that Charles 

Tilly identified as the driving force behind the process of state consolidation.585 If the 

state elite in South Sudan is not forced to depend on taxation to sustain its rule, there are 

few incentives to bargain with and provide benefits to the citizenry that lead to the 

development of legitimate and accountable institutions. When oil revenues are high, the 

SPLM/A has used the oil money to pay off its rivals, but has been allowed to neglect the 

process of institution building. Lower oil revenues has forced the government to be more 

effective at generating revenues internally, but, by taking away the financial basis for the 

system of patronage, has produced recurring cycles of rent seeking rebellions.586  

     Collectively, the obstacles identified in this chapter work to undermine the 

international community’s efforts to implement the five economic policy elements of the 

liberal model that are used to frame this analysis. The broader effect is felt in terms of 

South Sudan’s development as a new state, along with its prospects for peace and 

																																																								
583 Transparency International, “Overview of Corruption and Anti-Corruption in South Sudan,” TP Report (2013): 2. 

584 Horn of Africa Researcher. Interview conducted on September 20, 2014 in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia.  

585 Tilly, Coercion, Capital and European States (1992).  

586 De Waal, “When Kleptocracy Becomes Insolvent: Brute Causes of the Civil War in South Sudan,” (2014): 347-369.  



	

	 172	

prosperity. The inability of liberal interventionists to achieve their goals is explained by a 

resistance of internal politics to external solutions, the arbitrary, weak, fragmented, and 

informal nature of the state, economic motives underpinning liberalization reforms that 

largely benefit foreign powers, the presence of oil and the negative effects associated 

with the “resource curse” on processes of institutionalization. South Sudan’s ethnic, 

cultural, regional and religious fault-lines interact with these factors in a way that has 

impeded the economic provisions written into the 2005, 2015 and 2018 peace deals. 

 

5.1 Creating a Free Market Economy 

A first economic policy focus that will be discussed here, the most basic proposition that 

guides the liberal peace model is that the surest foundation for peace is a democratic 

polity and a market-oriented economy.587 Liberal interventionists call for the economies 

of wartorn countries to be rebuilt through a financial orthodoxy package that is focused 

on achieving macro-economic stability and implementing a broad-based liberalization 

agenda.588 In South Sudan, this broader liberalizing agenda interacts with and influences 

a shift that has been taking place in recent decades away from kinship-based subsistence 

towards a largely informal market economy. Markets in this context subsume, but also 

transform and undermine, traditional networks and are overshadowed by military actors.   

     Second, the International Financial Institutions (IFIs) have pursued an economic 

“adjustment” plan in South Sudan. The economic strains caused by the civil war, the 

government’s need to maintain its tenuous grip on power and the perceived costs 

associated with adopting such policies are all factors that explain why the country’s 
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ruling elite has resisted these reforms. Third, there has been a focus on liberalizing South 

Sudan’s monetary policy and currency exchange. State elites have manipulated both the 

current managed float and the previous fixed exchange rate that was in place from 2011-

2015. Fourth, there have been efforts to liberalize South Sudan’s economy by opening it 

up to foreign investors. The push for economic liberalization, much like the international 

community’s practice of directly funding the South Sudanese government from 2005 to 

2013 to “build up” the state, has created openings for elite capture of state resources. 

Regardless of the level of state involvement in the economy, this analysis speaks to a 

much deeper crisis in the nature of the African state, and in particular in South Sudan.  

 

5.1.1 South Sudan’s Transition from a Subsistence to a Market Economy 

As Edward Thomas writes, South Sudan is in the midst of a decades-long transition from 

a subsistence-based economy to a market economy. Presently, people in South Sudan rely 

on many subsistence systems that organize the production and distribution of wealth 

around social or kinship networks such as bride-wealth or ritual, are regulated by custom 

and are oriented towards social objectives rather than private gain (i.e. wages, profits, 

rents and interest). Subsistence systems are distinct from and should not be confused with 

the informal economy. They operate in accordance with social rules and out of necessity. 

Markets refer to the systems, institutions, infrastructures and social rules that are required 

for people to exchange goods for money, rather than through social networks.589 

     The move away from subsistence systems in South Sudan poses a number of 

challenges to the existing social networks, which are resistant to change. Amid Sudan’s 
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1983-2005 north-south conflict and South Sudan’s ongoing civil war, the practice of 

dislodging subsistence systems has involved a great deal of violence through looting, 

displacement and dispossession. In this transition, rather than doing away with kinship-

based systems, such practices instead shape the way the informal economy works and the 

way people view entitlements. For instance, within a subsistence system, dependents 

contribute to the overall system through their labor and production. In an informal 

economy, these dependents typically have nothing but political loyalty to offer.590 

     Rather than being effectively regulated by the state for the protection of buyers and 

sellers, Thomas writes, markets in South Sudan are dominated by various armed groups 

who use them to buy the loyalty of ethnic cohorts. Markets can allow smallholders to 

prosper, but in South Sudan ostensibly “free” markets are overshadowed by the military. 

In this context, being a powerful military commander is a much better route to wealth 

accumulation than being an enterprising smallholder. This speaks to the strength of the 

pre-existing social institutions that dictate how goods are distributed and the weakness of 

the central state’s formal institutions to regulate markets. There is no single entity capable 

of guiding and regulating the market for the benefit of the population. It would be a 

mistake, however, to assume that the control exerted over markets by various forms of 

rebel governance that compete with the state are inherently and entirely predatory.   

 

5.1.2 South Sudan and Economic “Adjustment” 

In response to South Sudan’s many economic difficulties, the IFIs have encouraged the 

Government of the Republic of South Sudan (GRSS) to embark on a full-scale 
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“adjustment” program. Over a seven-month period in 2012 and 2013, the South Sudanese 

government, donors and civil society worked towards agreement on a so-called “New 

Deal Compact” to promote country-owned development planning. The World Bank, 

United National Development Programme (UNDP) and Overseas Development Institute 

(ODI) led a process of national and state-level consultations. When progress towards 

implementing these new aid modalities stalled, Lauren Hutton writes, “the main 

stumbling block was an internationally-led effort to tie the New Deal Compact to an 

International Monetary Fund (IMF) support package that included key economic reforms, 

including on foreign currency exchange controls.”591 

     After the ARCSS was signed in 2015, the United States and the IMF were discussing 

a rescue package to restore macro-economic stability in South Sudan. The resumption of 

aid was pegged to the South Sudanese government’s ability to build external confidence 

by forming a transitional government and implementing the ARCSS peace deal’s 

economic reform agenda.592 IGAD’s international sponsors and the donor community 

insisted that direct financial assistance to the government, which was halted after civil 

war broke out in 2013, could only resume through a negotiated process that involves the 

IMF with conditions attached that could be painful in the short term, but are deemed to be 

necessary for long-term recovery. Many of the proposed measures went directly against 

the interests of South Sudan’s ruling elite and were therefore rejected.593 

     The IMF was focused on instituting fiscal policies to stabilize the economy through a 
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reduction in public spending and of wastage resulting from mismanagement or diversion. 

In response to soaring inflation and a rising deficit, the IMF’s plan involved 

strengthening expenditure controls on payroll and budget allocation, limiting arrears 

accumulation and raising non-oil revenue. The IMF urged the GRSS to restore credibility 

by enhancing transparency and creating a stronger public financial management 

framework, while criticizing its practice of selling opaque oil advances.594 Kiir balked at 

the proposed aid conditions and thereafter the resumption of all-out war in July 2016 

stalled plans to restart donor assistance and implement an IMF stabilization package.595  

     Facing severe economic pressures, in late 2016 South Sudanese authorities announced 

an economic roadmap that sought to address the IMF’s concerns. The proposed reforms 

included multiple revenue measures, a sharp reduction in expenditures in 2016-17, a plan 

to phase out borrowing from the central bank by 2017-18 and a commitment to shift the 

composition of spending towards infrastructure and social programs.596 In May 2019, the 

IMF reversed course and claimed that the spending cuts had in fact paralyzed government 

services and led to the accumulation of arrears, including on military and civil service 

salaries. In response, the GRSS announced a 153% budget increase for the 2019-2020 

fiscal year ($1.6 billion in total). With a proposed deficit of $590 million, most of the 

funding is expected to come from increased oil revenues and external borrowing.597  
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5.1.3 The IFIs and Sudan/South Sudan’s Monetary Policy 

The IMF has focused on liberalizing South Sudan’s monetary policy to narrow the gap 

between the official rate and the black market exchange rate. From 2011 to 2015, South 

Sudan used a fixed currency rate, but since then has operated under a managed float 

system. Both forms of monetary policy have, however, been manipulated by state elites. 

The deeper issues that affect both a fixed and managed float system stem from: the lack 

of internal production; a dependence on imported goods; the pervasiveness of informal 

wealth accumulation strategies employed by the state elite; the immediate term pressures 

on state elites caused by the civil war and; the lack of a strong central state capable of 

putting forth a unified economic vision that includes a sound monetary policy. 

     At independence in 2011, the country established its own currency, the South Sudan 

Pound (SSP), and adopted a pegged exchange regime fixed at the official rate of 2.96 

SSP per US dollar. The SSP came to be overvalued, triggering the rationing of hard 

currency at the official rate, where state elites benefitting from preferential access to the 

allocation of dollars. The demand for US dollars far exceeded the supply, causing a 

widening discrepancy between the official and black market rates. Fixing the exchange 

rate facilitated a “hidden transfer of resources from the government to those with 

privileged access to foreign exchange at the official rate.”598 The gap between the official 

and the black market rate favored exchange rate trade, making it increasingly difficult for 

traders to make a profit when bringing goods into the country.599  

     In 2015, the black market rate peaked at SSP 18.9 to the dollar, a premium of 539% of 
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the official rate.600 With the central bank unable to supply enough dollars, in December 

2015 the GRSS abandoned the fixed rate and adopted a mandated float exchange rate 

system.601 The GRSS’s decision to float the pound resulted from an urgency shared by 

the IMF to stabilize the economy and respond to a widening fiscal deficit. This shift in 

monetary policy reduced the purchasing power of the local currency. The SSP’s value 

dropped immediately by 84% and by June 2016 had depreciated by an additional 90%, 

while consumer price inflation was approaching 300%.602 The fallout of rising prices and 

inflation has been disastrous for consumers and low-income workers, as fixed or stagnant 

salaries have been far outpaced by the soaring cost of living.603  

     Without a vibrant manufacturing or export sector besides oil, South Sudan is a dollar-

denominated economy that depends heavily on expensive imports. In such an import-

dependent economy, liberalizing South Sudan’s monetary policy has resulted in severe 

social security and livelihoods consequences for citizens.604 Floating the SSP failed to 

provide a significant flow of hard currency into the local market as intended, while 

devaluing the SSP drastically reduced the purchasing power of citizens in the local 

market.605 Although inflation slowed in 2018, South Sudan’s population is still exposed 

																																																								
600 Ariic David Aguto Reng and Augustino Ting Mayai, “Understanding the Exchange Rate Regimes in South Sudan,” Sudd Institute 

(2016):    

601 In a managed float monetary policy, similar to a free float, the exchange rate is determined by market forces, but like a fixed 

exchange, the monetary authority sets the operating band within which the official rate fluctuates. If the rate falls below or rises above 

this threshold, the monetary authority intervenes in the market to defend the official rate, usually by buying or selling hard currency.  

602 Nyambura-Mwaura, “IMF Urges Fiscal Restraint in South Sudan as Inflation Soars,” (2016).  

603 Enough Team, “Addressing South Sudan’s Economic and Fiscal Crisis,” Enough Project Report (2016): 2. 

604 Adel Sandrai, “Devaluation of South Sudanese Pound: A Sound Economic Policy in Unsound Economic Environment,” Sudd 

Institute (2013): 3. 

605 Dominic Ukelo, “The Crunch of South Sudanese Pound SSP,” Radio Tamazuj, August 1, 2016; 

radiotamazuj.org/en/news/article/opinion-the-crunch-of-south-sudanese-pound-ssp  



	

	 179	

to food price shocks.606 

     The Ministry of Finance planned to profit off of the new exchange rate system by 

auctioning off $100 million per month in revenue for the 2015-16 fiscal year to domestic 

commercial banks. These profits would go towards financing public spending, addressing 

the fiscal deficit and covering domestic debt servicing for the bank sector. In practice, 

infusing dollars through auctioning to the commercial banks has not caused dollars to 

reach an open market of buyers and sellers. Instead, these dollars have been auctioned off 

and hoarded by a closed market of well-connected insiders, practices that have depleted 

South Sudan’s currency resources. With the exchange rate gap widening once again, 

government cartels continue to engage in insider trading and are “still benefiting 

disproportionately from the interbank market for foreign exchange.”607  

     South Sudan’s old fixed exchange rate overvalued the SSP, leading to excess demand 

for and rationing of dollars, as well as a growing parallel exchange rate system that was 

exploited by state elites. Floating the exchange rate regime was designed to unify the 

official and parallel rates, while countering currency speculation, but has failed to achieve 

either of these goals.608 The managed float system was adopted at a severely challenging 

time, leading to disastrous livelihoods outcomes and has also been instrumentalized by 

state elites. While the IFIs have been most focused on adjusting South Sudan’s monetary 

policy, this analysis makes clear that there is a larger crisis in the nature of the state that 

cannot be addressed by such reforms and undermines any form of monetary policy. 
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5.1.4 Liberalizing South Sudan’s Economy 

The GRSS, IFIs and donors are unified in the desire to liberalize South Sudan’s economy 

through foreign investment, resource extraction and large-scale agriculture. The GRSS’s 

official policies center on facilitating a vibrant private sector and a lean government 

whose role is limited to setting the parameters for a favorable investment climate.609 In 

reality, oil concessions, construction contracts, land deals and business partnerships with 

high-risk investment firms provide much of the cash that has funded the patronage 

system in South Sudan. The uncertainty and investment risk of a “post”-conflict context 

encourages opportunistic companies to take advantage of unclear procedures to secure 

favorable deals with local power-brokers.610 Efforts to sidestep the state by emphasizing 

the power of private industry have therefore faced many of the same problems 

encountered during the efforts to simultaneously “build up” the state from 2005 to 2013. 

     The oil industry is run based on a production-sharing model. Production Sharing 

Agreements (PSAs) are long-term contracts between a government and an oil company or 

consortium of companies. Under a PSA regime, companies are responsible for financing 

oil exploration and field development. When oil is discovered, profits from oil sales are 

shared under a pre-determined formula. Parallel agreements outline how company shares 

are divided among shareholders and government revenues are allocated to sub-national 

groups. The profit motives on both sides often incentivize practices that cross the 

boundaries of legality in negotiating and implementing these contracts. In South Sudan, 

this has often led to social, environmental and financial agreements being violated.611 
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     To promote large-scale agriculture, from 2007 to 2010 private interests sought or 

secured 5.15 million hectares of land in the agriculture, biofuels, forestry, carbon credit 

and ecotourism sectors, equivalent to about 8% of South Sudan’s total land area.612 Given 

the insecurity in South Sudan, the government encourages investment by granting foreign 

investors an assortment of privileges that are not available to domestic enterprises, 

including tax holidays, reduced limits on capital repatriation and streamlined procedures 

of land acquisition.613 Companies rarely consult or negotiate directly with landowning 

communities as is required by the Land Act, 2009, preferring to enter into agreements 

directly with government ministries. These land deals are marked by opacity, disregard 

for customary law and the Land Act and the failure of investors to deliver on promises of 

social services or compensation to relocated communities.614 Since the civil war broke 

out in 2013, many of these deals have dried up and are no longer being pursued.615 

     Though intended to sidestep the state as the driver of development, efforts to open up 

South Sudan’s economy to foreign investors are nonetheless still deeply impacted by the 

nature of the state. This has produced a series of deals that are negotiated to the benefit of 

the private investors and a small cohort of politically connected elites. At the same time, 

when donor funds were flowing directly through the government, the ministry of finance 

“operated through backdoor dealings between South Sudanese officials, concealed from 

donor view.”616 South Sudan’s ruling elite is adept at using strategies of extraversion to 
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play on the country’s marginalized position to attract external rents.617 The crisis 

identified here therefore emerges from the informal nature of the state and its inability to 

manage the economy, rather than the level of state intervention in the economy per se.   

 

Conclusion 

A first issue discussed here, South Sudan is undergoing a lengthy and difficult transition 

from a subsistence-based economy to a, largely informal, market economy. Difficulties 

encountered in doing so can be traced back to the persistence of traditional systems of 

wealth distribution, which have been subsumed and/or undermined by the move towards 

markets. Rather than being free, South Sudan’s largely informal markets are controlled 

by military actors, who distribute the financial benefits according to kinship ties or other 

political and identity-based affiliations. Under present conditions, there is no evidence to 

suggest that the GRSS or any other political force is capable of acting as a developmental 

state, that is, by regulating, guiding and controlling markets to the benefit of the citizenry. 

In an environment where a consolidated state does not exist, the move towards a market 

economy may be necessary and inevitable, but it will also undoubtedly be marked by 

negative consequences, allowing citizens to fall victim to predatory forces.     

     Second, the IFIs have been working to persuade the GRSS to implement a broad-

based “adjustment” package in South Sudan that initially was designed to cut spending, 

realign government priorities and achieve macroeconomic stability. At first, South 

Sudan’s governing elites balked at the IMF’s conditions to resume donor assistance, but 

when pushed into a corner financially, agreed to slash public spending in 2016. After 
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these austerity measures led to a state of paralysis within government services, the GRSS 

was forced to budget a major spending increase in 2019-2020 that relies on charitable oil 

projections and unsustainable external loans. As this demonstrates, because the root 

causes run much deeper, are largely structural and therefore are not amenable to external 

manipulation, both efforts to slash and to increase spending have been problematic.  

     Third, the IFIs have been concerned with adjusting South Sudan’s monetary policy 

and liberalizing its currency exchange. Encouraged by the IFIs to address the growing 

discrepancy between the official and black market rates, in 2015 South Sudan moved 

from a fixed rate to a regulated float currency exchange system. Given the orientation of 

South Sudan’s economy, which produces little beyond oil and imports almost everything, 

this shift in monetary policy led to disastrous livelihoods outcomes, causing the relative 

value of salaries to plummet and causing a skyrocketing cost of living. Meanwhile, both 

exchange rate regimes have been manipulated by South Sudan’s ruling elites, a reality 

that demonstrates the durability and adaptability of their policies of extraversion.  

     Fourth, and finally, the international community and the GRSS are largely aligned in 

the goal to liberalize the economy by opening it up to foreign investment. State elites 

have instrumentalized those liberalization policies that have been adopted. The manner in 

which resource exploitation and large-scale land deals have been pursued has introduced 

new openings for elite capture and has negatively affected the citizens of South Sudan. 

However, attempts to “build up” the state by directly financing institutional development 

that simultaneously took place from 2005 to 2013 suffered much the same fate. It appears 

that in the context of South Sudan’s political and economic marketplace both “too much” 

state and “too little” state are equally problematic. This speaks to a larger crisis in the 
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South Sudanese state tied to its arbitrary, weak, fragmented and informal nature.   

 

5.2 Financial Oversight and Anti-Corruption Mechanisms 

A second economic focus of liberal reformers in South Sudan involves strengthening the 

government’s financial oversight, revenue management and anti-corruption mechanisms. 

The 2015 and 2018 peace deals call for the GRSS to reform existing institutions and to 

create a host of new ones with the goal of strengthening democratic oversight. Good 

governance reforms focus on the effective operation of economic institutions based on 

values such as “accountability, transparency, equity, democracy and integrity.”618 Two 

key focuses of liberal reformers, the Extractive Industry Transparency Initiative (EITI) 

defines transparency as “openness and public disclosure of activities” and accountability 

as “the obligation of an individual or organization to account for its activities, to accept 

responsibility for them, and to disclose the results in a transparent manner.”619  

     According to De Sardan, owing to the crisis in the African state, corruption is 

“socially embedded in ‘logics’ of negotiation, gift-giving, solidarity, predatory authority 

and redistributive accumulation.”620 Similarly, Patrick Chabal and Jean-Pierre Daloz 

argue that Africa’s informal patron-client systems are culturally rooted and extremely 

durable. African leaders are successful at adapting to and manipulating the economic 

policies being pushed by the international community, translating social disorder into 

resources that are used to secure the loyalty of their patronage networks. The authors 

argue that civil society, opposition parties and other democratic or “good governance” 
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reforms are unable to undermine the viability of Africa’s patrimonial systems.621  

     In South Sudan, attempts to uproot the prevailing systems of patron-client relations by 

adopting formalized systems of revenue management have had little demonstrable effect. 

The pervasiveness of corruption is merely a symptom of a larger problem, as the ruling 

elite’s resort to patrimonialism is necessitated by the incipient nature of the state. The 

anti-corruption mechanisms written into the 2005, 2015 and 2018 peace deals reflect 

external objectives and run counter to the interests of local powerbrokers, who seek to 

use a peace deal to secure their unfettered access to state resources. South Sudan’s ruling 

elite is adept at providing the illusion of complying with liberal reforms, while using the 

resources associated with such efforts to fund their patronage networks.622  

 

5.2.1 Legislation and Financial Oversight in the Oil Industry  

Since 2011, according to the Enough Project, South Sudan has developed “some of the 

most advanced and detailed legislation on the extractive industries.”623 The Transitional 

Constitution, 2011, mandated that the GoSS develop transparent and accountable 

practices in managing the petroleum sector. This was to be achieved by establishing three 

institutions; (1) a national petroleum council charged with policy-making; (2) a ministry 

responsible for policy implementation to represent the southern government in oil 

contracts and; (3) a national corporation to be a state shareholder in petroleum 

contracts.624 Thereafter, the Petroleum Act, 2012, set out a blueprint for how the 
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government should manage oil operations, contracts and revenues. For instance, new 

contracts must be made public, providing an opportunity for independent verification of 

their economic, social and environmental impacts on the country.625 

     In July 2013, the Legislative Assembly passed a comprehensive Petroleum Revenue 

Management Act (PMRA), though the legislation stalled awaiting the president’s 

signature.626 The PRMA is designed to establish more credible management of South 

Sudan’s oil revenues, while ensuring that public expenditure is insulated from the 

volatility of oil revenue.627 The act sets a higher bar for the government and oil-

companies in reporting information on the state’s oil accounts to the general public. It 

also establishes a formalized structure for the distribution of petroleum revenues to 

immediate budgetary needs, savings and revenue stabilization, along with direct transfers 

to petroleum producing states and affected communities.628 Under the 2015 and 2018 

peace deals, the stalled PMRA, 2013, was to be implemented during the transition, but 

complications in forming the transitional governments have delayed reforms efforts.629   

     Building on these three pieces of legislation, the ARCSS and R-ARCSS state that 

South Sudan’s oil marketing systems must be open, transparent and competitive. The 

TGoNU must identify and close any unofficial oil revenue accounts, record all loans 

secured against oil, review oil sector employment and terminate the contracts of non-

performing oil service companies. Any diverting of petroleum revenue into an account 
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other than the Petroleum Revenue Account (PRA) must be criminalized.630 An Oil 

Revenue Stabilization Account (ORSA) and Future Generations Fund (FGF) are meant to 

receive 15% and 10% of revenues, respectively. The ORSA is a fund into which the 

government must channel oil revenues above what is needed to finance the annual budget 

to buffer against market fluctuations, while the FGF is a long-term financial reserve.631 

     In practice, the state-run oil firm has been “characterized by a total lack of 

transparency and independent oversight, allegedly diverting oil revenues into the coffers 

of elites in the government.”632 For instance, funds meant to be deposited into the ORSA 

and the FGF have been diverted and used to finance the ongoing inter-ethnic conflict.633 

As Global Witness has reported, practices within South Sudan’s oil industry remain 

opaque, as there have been problems reconciling crude oil sales and cash receipts.634 

There is a lack of transparency, as it is often unclear how the deals are negotiated, what 

price is being paid, on what terms the cargoes are delivered or what the government has 

done with the cash, which is often transferred into personal accounts.635  

     The catalyst for South Sudan’s civil war has been competition to control state assets. 

President Kiir and his inner circle have captured South Sudan’s state-owned oil company, 

the Nile Petroleum Company (Nilepet), which is almost entirely unregulated. Millions in 

oil revenues have reportedly been funneled to the country’s security services and used to 

fund ethnic militias within limited oversight. Nilepet is the state elite’s vehicle of choice 

																																																								
630 IGAD, Agreement on the Resolution of the Conflict in South Sudan,” (2015).  

631 Savage, “South Sudan’s Petroleum Revenue Management Act,” (2013): 6. 

632 Kevin Kelly, “UN Accuses Oil Firms of Fuelling Armed Conflict in South Sudan,” Kenya Tribune, March 5, 2019; 

kenyantribune.com/un-accuses-oil-firms-of-fuelling-armed-conflict-in-s-sudan/ 
633 Ariic David Aguto and Zachariah Deng Akol, “Reforming Financial Management in South Sudan,” Sudd Institute (2018): 5. 

634 Global Witness, “Will the Star Shine for South Sudan? Scrutinizing South Sudan’s First Post-Independence Oil Deal,” (2014): 1. 

635 Fleischner, “Deadly Enterprise: Dismantling South Sudan’s War Economy and Countering Potential Spoilers,” (2015): 4. 



	

	 188	

to shield their transactions from the laws that regulate other aspects of South Sudan’s oil 

sector that have never been meaningfully enforced. A UN Panel of Experts found that 

Nilepet provided financial authorization to transfer small arms and ammunition to the 

Padang Dinka, a local militias recruited in Upper Nile State after 2015 to protect the 

Paloch oilfields and fight alongside the government, particularly in an offensive struggle 

waged against members of the Shilluk ethnic group.636 These militias received support 

directly from South Sudan’s NSS, directed by Akol Koor, and the petroleum ministry.637 

     Most of South Sudan’s oil money has been funneled into the country’s patrimonial 

marketplace. In this system, Alex De Waal writes, each politician must set aside a budget 

to secure the loyalty of subordinates and compete with rivals. The ruler divides the 

national budget into three items: his own private security spending, a political budget (i.e. 

patronage expenses) and public goods. High demands on the security and political 

budgets leave little for public services, development and institution building.638 Given the 

divided nature of power on the ground, the oil money has been President Kiir’s only 

currency to keep his regime alive. In doing so, the state’s coffers have been emptied, a 

fact that has impeded efforts to build the more developmental aspects of the state.  

 

5.2.2 Anti-Corruption Reforms 

Where the legal instruments to combat corruption do exist in South Sudan, a lack of 

political will, governance capacity and resources have hampered implementation.639 

																																																								
636 Global Witness, “Capture on the Nile,” (2018): 3-5. 
637 The Sentry, “Fueling Atrocities: Oil and War in South Sudan,” (2018): 2. 
638 De Waal, “When Kleptocracy Becomes Insolvent: Brute Causes of the Civil War in South Sudan,” (2014): 348-349. 

639 Augustino Ting Mayai, “Assessing Anti-Corruption, Accountability and Transparency Measures in South Sudan,” Sudd Institute 

(2015): 2.   



	

	 189	

Between 2005 and 2012, an estimated $4 billion in oil revenues went unaccounted for in 

South Sudan. Most of these funds were allegedly funneled out of the country by well-

placed individuals and deposited into foreign accounts. In May 2012, President Kiir 

wrote a letter to 75 government officials asking them to return this money into a bank 

account in Kenya.640 The list consisted mainly of Kiir’s political rivals, including Machar 

and the “Garang Boys” (aka the Former Detainees or SPLM-Leaders), but not the 

president himself or his key allies.641 As of 2014, despite an offer of amnesty and 

confidentiality if the funds were returned, only about $60 million had been recovered.642  

     During the mediation that produced the 2015 peace deal, the issue was raised of the 

billions of dollars that had by this time been embezzled, but the delegates avoided such 

matters.643 As such, it became clear to most observers that neither warring side was 

willing to broach the tough issues related to a comprehensive economic reform agenda.644 

The ARCSS’s economic provisions stipulate that financial and budgetary commitments 

entered into by the TGoNU must be “transparent, competitive and in accordance with the 

laws of the country and internationally accepted norms.” This will be achieved by 

establishing a “high level, competent and effective oversight mechanism that controls 

revenues collection, budgeting, revenue allocation and expenditure.”645  

     These commitments will be reflected in a 3-5 year Strategic Economic Development 

Roadmap (SEDR). Bodies targeted for reform include the Ministry of Finance, Ministry 
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of Petroleum, Bank of South Sudan and Anti-Corruption Commission. The TGoNU must 

also initiate a review of land policy and the Land Act, 2009, to achieve consensus over 

the issues of land grabbing, tenure, use and management. Finally, the deal’s economic 

provisions propose that five new institutions be created.646 By striving to introduce a 

plethora of institutions without a clear mandate and relying on the need for consultations 

between the president and first-vice president on all key appointments, the ARCSS 

presented a “daunting model for effective governance and independent oversight.”647  

     The work of creating these institutions stalled on all fronts, first by the complications 

in forming the TGoNU, followed by the renewal of conflict in July 2016.648 The 2018 

peace deal’s economic provisions are nearly identical to those called for by the ARCSS. 

The TGoNU is given three months to implement the stalled 2013 PRMA and nine months 

to implement the SEDR, or national development plan. Among other provisions, the 

TGoNU is once again mandated to review the Audit Chamber and Anti-Corruption 

Commission Act, 2009, two bodies that are designed to protect against administrative 

malpractice and to promote ethical standards in public institutions. In addition, the R-

ARCSS’s economic provisions mandated that six new institutions be created.649  

     Since the ARCSS was signed in 2015, the Ministry of Finance and Planning has 

embarked on some limited reform measures. These include cancelling unfunded checks 
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worth over 12 billion SSP, forming a Cash Management Committee and directing 

government institutions to close their commercial bank accounts and relocate them to the 

Bank of South Sudan for easy control and management.650 Aside from forming a few 

national committees, as of May 2019, “nothing substantial” in the peace deal had been 

implemented, including the economic reforms called for by the R-ARCSS.651 As the 

strongest warring party in South Sudan, the government in Juba believes it has the leeway 

to flout the peace deal’s provisions for financial reforms, “which include measures 

designed to increase transparency over the government’s use of oil revenues.”652  

     In practice, corruption is present in all sectors of South Sudan’s economy and at all 

levels of the state, including both petty and grand forms. As evidence, Transparency 

International ranked South Sudan as the second most corrupt country in the world in 

2016, behind only Somalia.653 Public expenditure is defined by mismanagement due to 

the lack of procurement law and non-implementation of the Public Financial 

Management and Accountability Act, 2011. The GRSS has not strengthened key 

institutions such as the Anti-Corruption Commission, National Audit Chamber and 

National Revenue Authority. The Anti-Corruption Commission in particular is not 

effective or independent in discharging its functions. Allegations of corruption against 

public office holders are sometimes investigated, but are rarely attended to judicially.654  

     In the absence of a unified central state capable of keeping them in check and given 

the durability of patron-client relations, military leaders jockey to dominate the decision-
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making processes on public spending. The ruling elites’ tactics of exploitation include: 

capturing, often through violence, valuable land and large-scale government contracts; 

positioning loyal clients in financially lucrative sectors while denying opportunities to 

rivals; holding large stakes in businesses with disguised beneficial ownership structures; 

enabling money laundering and off-shoring of lucrative assets; financing in-hand and 

future anticipated resources and; profiting from regulatory and sanctions evasion.655  

     Underpinning these practices are systems of international patronage based around 

foreign aid inflows and the country’s oil wealth. The SPLM political leadership in Juba 

has historically shown an “impressive capacity to appropriate a donor-friendly lexicon 

revolving around democracy, decentralization, good governance and service delivery.”656 

As Sara de Simone writes, trickery was used to capture the resources being provided and 

to manipulate the policies imposed by foreign authorities. Prior to the outbreak of civil 

war in 2013, the SPLM leadership had convinced the donor community to directly fund 

and target the movement’s local government structures. In this way, such interventions 

were arguably counterproductive to the goal of institutionalization. 

 
 
Conclusion 

Since 2005, donors have guided South Sudan’s ruling elite in devising institutional and 

legal frameworks to govern the oversight, management and distribution of state 

resources, as well as to minimize corruption. In the abstract, these formal structures 

conform to the highest international standards, but have failed to encourage the principles 
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of democratic oversight. Efforts to combat corruption are confronted by the durability or 

“social embeddedness” of patrimonial systems, patterns of behavior that are necessitated 

by the weak and fragmented nature of the state. Anti-corruption policies have failed 

because they seek to overwrite the very basis of the ruling elites’ power, patron-client 

relations, in a context where the absolute power of the state has yet to be established.  

  

5.3 Formal and Informal Wealth-Sharing Arrangements 

A third institutional arrangement promoted by liberal policy-makers, wealth-sharing 

involves the formal allocation of government spending to various sub-national entities, 

groups or communities. Such arrangements are designed to address security concerns by 

balancing the relative gains of each party from natural resources and regulating access to 

finances that could be used for another round of conflict.657 A related wealth-sharing 

strategy involves allocating decision-making power over natural resources and state 

finances to representatives of rebel groups. Resource power allocation is the practice of 

giving institutionalized control over resources to opposition groups at the elite level to 

“buy” peace by increasing the decision-making power of potential spoilers.658 

     Ideally, liberal interventionists anticipate that wealth-sharing should emerge from a 

democratic process that organizes an equitable system of wealth distribution amongst a 

country’s various regional, ethnic and/or religious communities.659 Under the north-south 

wealth-sharing arrangement from 2005 to 2011, the mediators were forced to pursue the 
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more limited goal of satisfying the most influential warring elites. The SPLM’s limited 

institutional capacity and constant obstructions from Khartoum prevented wealth-sharing 

from producing significant dividends. The CPA’s wealth-sharing arrangement was 

subject to informal “renegotiations” that often involved the use of violence as a 

bargaining tactic. South Sudan’s 2015 and 2018 peace deals also call for wealth-sharing 

and resource power allocation, but these provisions have yet to be implemented. 

     The complexity of South Sudan’s internal politics, the absence of a “Weberian” state 

and the resort to patron-client relations are all factors that have overwhelmed the 

usefulness of wealth-sharing as a peace- and state-building policy tool. Owing to South 

Sudan’s many ethnic divisions, crafting a wealth-sharing agreement that is amenable to 

all relevant groups is seemingly impossible. The Dinka and Nuer, though by no means 

cohesive identities, are the most populous and militarily powerful groups. There have 

also been notable rebel movements within the Murle and Shilluk communities, as well as 

in the Equatorias, a region that is populated by about half of South Sudan’s 64 ethnic 

groups. The most pervasive critique emanating from opposition circles paints the Dinka 

as the “new northerners” or ruling class. In this zero-sum environment, giving one group 

access to the state’s resources is seen as taking from another. Meanwhile, it is not 

feasible, or desirable for the most powerful groups, to please everyone at the same time.  

     There exists a tension between establishing a system that is equitable and one that is 

achievable given the realities of military power on the ground. Giving rebels access to 

power creates better opportunities for inside spoilers to exploit state resources and 

provides financial incentives for further rebellions.660 However, excluding important 
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groups from accessing state resources risks producing outside spoiler groups.661 As this 

analysis will show, regardless of any formal wealth-sharing arrangement, in actual fact, 

wealth distribution in South Sudan is a fluid and informal bargain defined by private 

accumulation and the allocation of salaried positions on a patronage basis. Though a 

peace deal may be signed, the terms are subject to renegotiation through recurring cycles 

of violence, as military entrepreneurs struggle to strike deals with a weak central state.662  

 
5.3.1 The CPA and Wealth-Sharing 

The CPA’s wealth-sharing protocols were negotiated exclusively between the NCP in 

Khartoum and the SPLM in Juba. During the 2005 to 2011 interim period, the semi-

autonomous southern regional government received half of the profits from the oil 

produced in the south, which totaled about $10 billion.663 The CPA established that two 

percent of the oil revenues be allocated to the oil producing states, which are primarily 

populated by the Nuer. This low percentage was explained by the fact that John Garang, a 

Bor Dinka, negotiated the CPA on behalf of the south.664 The CPA arrangement stood in 

contrast to earlier demands from state governors, such as Taban Deng Gai in Unity State, 

for at least 15%.665 Despite some discrepancies, the two percent share of net petroleum 

revenues was transferred to the oil producing areas during the CPA period, though there 

is “little to no information about how these funds were used.”666 

     During the CPA’s interim period, the mediators designed formal institutions to 
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manage economic relations between the north and the south. Despite the transfer of 

considerable sums by Khartoum, in the absence of reliable data on oil production, the 

GoSS and Global Witness repeatedly claimed that the south was being cheated of its fair 

share of the oil revenue.667 Owing to the SPLM’s lack of capacity to systematically 

collect, store, manage and allocate this windfall, Achim Wennmann writes, wealth-

sharing did not contribute to a peace dividend or lead to the south’s economic 

recovery.668 The CPA was subordinated to patronage bargaining among southern elites. 

The result was a new “thieves’ compact” that brought an end to the armed conflict with 

the north and within the south by using the oil money to buy-off the SPLM/A’s rivals.669   

     Flush with oil revenues, according to Alex De Waal, South Sudan’s procurement 

regimes came to operate as institutional mechanisms for the allocation of rents within the 

political marketplace. During the CPA’s interim period (2005-2011), rival factions were 

accommodated into a single politico-military establishment through President Kiir’s “Big 

Tent” approach. The strategy was to incorporate “as many of the ruling coalition’s former 

or potential adversaries into its military ranks and civil administration to preserve a 

fragile stability, paid with oil rents.”670 The most significant example of a belligerents’ 

buyout was the 2006 Juba Declaration that President Kiir signed with Paulino Matiep, the 

leader of the Khartoum-sponsored SSDF rebel coalition that controlled much of Greater 

Upper Nile. Allocating rents to secure loyalties provided a fleeting and uneasy stability, 

but this settlement also produced the institutional blueprint of a fragile rentier state.671 
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     As Clémence Pinaud writes, the SPLM/A became a vehicle for resource accumulation 

by its leaders, who cemented their power by redistributing resources to generals, soldiers, 

former foes or affiliated kin.672 The SPLA was expanded after the CPA was signed to 

deter Khartoum from reneging on the peace deal’s secession clause. In 2005, the SPLA 

was a minority armed force and faced many rivals in the south. Rather than fighting these 

groups, a policy was adopted of absorbing militia fighters and former soldiers in the 

Sudanese army, while new recruits were enlisted. South Sudan’s estimated 745 generals 

proceeded to make a fortune through payroll fraud and procurement scams.673 By 2011, 

the army payroll had ballooned to about 240,000 constituents, of which at least 40,000 

were “ghost soldiers” whose salaries were pocketed by their commanders.674  

     The CPA left a number of questions unresolved at independence, including who 

owned the fields straddling the partially demarcated north-south border and how state-

owned oil assets would be divided.675 In November 2011, Khartoum claimed that South 

Sudan owed $727 million in transit fees for the period from July to October 2011. When 

Juba refused to pay, Sudan confiscated 1.2 million barrels of oil, amounting to $815 

million. On January 20, 2012, Juba retaliated by shutting down its oil production, leading 

to the war of Heglig.676 After fifteen months of negotiations, in September 2012 Juba 

agreed to pay Khartoum a $9.5 transit fee per barrel and to provide Sudan with $3 billion 
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to address the fiscal impact left by the loss of southern oil revenues.677  

     When the financial resources to sustain this system became unavailable during the 

2012 oil shutdown, the ensuing austerity measures uprooted the rent process and the 

embedded power constellations that maintained it. President Kiir had consolidated a new 

group of loyalists in power, making the financial payoff needed to keep challengers like 

Riek Machar, Pagan Amum and Rebecca Garang in line more than he could afford. Kiir 

was forced to reorient his political budget to sustain a narrower base by rewarding his 

closest supporters and discarding perceived dissidents. Violence erupted after Kiir 

stripped a number of these figures of their positions. These financial pressures caused a 

re-opening round of elite bargaining, coinciding with the instrumental use of violence.678  

     The CPA’s wealth-sharing deal “emerged from an interest convergence on oil revenue 

rather than creating sustainable economies or addressing Sudan’s multiple disputes.”679 

The pressure to reach an agreement and the realities of power in South Sudan made it 

impractical to lobby for an ideal-type framework that shares the country’s wealth more 

equitably across communities. While the wealth-sharing agreement covered the visible 

part of Sudan’s economy, parallel or invisible economies driven by patron-client relations 

remained more consequential to the inner workings of the southern economy. A series of 

more informal “wealth-sharing” deals were subsequently reached, typified by the 2006 
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Juba Declaration that incorporated the SSDF into the SPLA.680 

 

5.3.2 Wealth-sharing in South Sudan’s Peace Process 

Under the current system, the GRSS must allocate two and three percent of the net 

petroleum revenues to the oil producing states and communities, respectively. Since 

independence in 2011, these percentages have not been fully allocated or transferred to 

the petroleum producing communities and states.681 Beyond this provision, the central 

government retains an 85% share of total revenue and the states receive 15%.682 Most of 

the money allocated to the states goes to salaries or people who are technically part of the 

central government, leaving little for development at the sub-national level.683 The 

conflict has led to increased distortions between budgeted and actual spending, with 

national institutions devouring resources at the expense of state and local governments.684 

This reflects South Sudan’s fragmented security environment in which innumerable 

armed groups are fighting to influence the distribution of wealth in their favor. 

     During the IGAD-led mediation that was launched in January 2014, the Kiir regime 

was trying to maintain the status quo against the opposition’s demand that higher 

percentages be given to the resource-producing states.685 In December 2014, the SPLM-

IO began calling for the federal government to take 30% of the national wealth, with the 

remaining 70% being distributed based on the following formula: states generating 
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revenues 30%, all states 15%, all counties 15% and future generations fund 10%.686 

Ultimately, the 2015 peace deal simply states that South Sudan’s national wealth shall be 

shared equitably, reflecting a commitment to devolution of powers, resources and 

decision-making. Rather than specifically providing additional resources to the states or 

local communities, wealth-sharing came in the form of resource power allocation, 

meaning granting political positions to rebel leaders that give them access to state 

resources. Members of the SPLM-IO and other political parties were to be incorporated 

into the TGoNU and given varying percentages in South Sudan’s ten states.687 

     According to the ARCSS, the transitional government will ensure the transparent 

management of the oil industry for the welfare of the people and sustainable development 

of the country. The proportion of total government revenues shared with all states and 

counties “shall be increased” from the current 15%, with the terms of the formula to be 

determined in the permanent constitution. President Kiir’s decision in October 2015 to 

divide South Sudan into 28, and subsequently 32, states undermined power-sharing at the 

state level.688 The law first enshrined in the Transitional Constitution, 2011, ensuring that 

the oil-producing regions and communities receive two and three percent of their oil 

revenue triggered a redrawing of provincial boundaries that has fuelled ethnic conflict.689 

     Under the 2018 R-ARCSS, the transitional government is mandated to work out the 

wealth-sharing and revenue allocation arrangements in the first three months of the 

transitional period. The R-ARCSS is vague as it pertains to the subject of wealth-sharing, 
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stating only that the terms of the (yet to be defined) new formulae will be determined in 

the permanent constitution.690 Thereafter, the government worked to block any attempts 

to introduce a new wealth-sharing system. In January 2019, Machar’s SPLM-IO lodged a 

formal complaint that the peace deal’s Reconstituted-Joint Monitoring and Evaluation 

Commission (R-JMEC) has neglected the provision in the R-ARCSS mandating that 

power and resources be devolved to the lower levels of government.691  

     Centralized control of resources in South Sudan is complicated by “powerful demands 

of extended kinship networks, challenging geography and economic collapse, as well as 

years of fragmentation of authority.”692 If a new transitional government is eventually 

formed, Machar will struggle to keep his coalition together. The rebel leader faces 

pressures from smaller groups that are fighting over local boundaries and for greater 

devolution of powers. Provisions in the R-ARCSS addressing these two issues are vague 

and Machar has little leverage to extract concessions from Kiir to satisfy these groups. 

President Kiir, for his part, will struggle to accommodate officials from opposition groups 

into a new unity government. For instance, Kiir’s plan to replace nearly half of the state 

governors with opposition figures risks creating spoilers from within his coalition.693 

     The struggle to control state resources takes place along ethnic and regional lines, 

since most of the oil is in the Greater Upper Nile region, which is predominantly Nuer. 

The SPLM-IO has accused the central government of fueling conflict by diverting funds 

from Greater Upper Nile and the Equatorias to develop the capital, Juba, and Greater 
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Bahr el Ghazal, areas that are primarily Dinka.694 The lack of wealth-sharing was cited as 

a driving factor behind the activation of conflict in the Equatorias after the TGoNU broke 

down in July 2016.695 Within opposition circles, the root causes of the conflict are 

assumed to stem from the government’s practice of centralizing power and resources in 

the capital, Juba, in a manner reminiscent of the old Sudanese model. This is done to the 

benefit of a clique of mainly Dinka within the government and army.696  

     Far from being able to resolve these historic tensions, the wealth-sharing provisions 

written into the ARCSS were merely an attempt to negotiate the terms under which the 

SPLM-IO would be re-incorporated into the government’s patronage networks. In South 

Sudan, the interactions between a wide array of politico-military actors provide the 

substance of governance. The relative power and utility calculations that actors make to 

manage risk and advance their interests are “done with the goal of security in a constant 

state of negotiation, alliance making and breaking.”697 In this fragmented security 

environment, innumerable armed groups have been fighting to influence the informal 

distribution of wealth in their favor. Peter Gadet and David Yau Yau are two of the more 

adept practitioners of this violent bargaining tactic in Greater Upper Nile.698 Meanwhile, 

General Thomas Cirillo Swaka in Greater Equatoria and Paul Malong, President Kiir’s 

former SPLA Chief of Staff, were the two most prominent holdouts to the R-ARCSS.699 
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Conclusion 

This analysis speaks to the obstacles in getting the many belligerents on board with a 

wealth-sharing agreement and the fissures within South Sudanese society that are 

difficult to address through such a framework. Given the arbitrary nature of state 

boundaries in Africa, rival ethnic groups are forced to compete within the same political 

unit for a greater share of a limited resource pool. In South Sudan, this reality has 

produced a series of conflicts, both internal and external with Khartoum, designed to 

reorient the distribution of the region’s oil wealth. The fragmented security environment 

makes it difficult for mediators to know who to negotiate with and how to get all of the 

relevant actors on board with a wealth-sharing arrangement. Informal practices hold more 

relevance in South Sudan, as formal agreements are subordinated to backroom deals and 

military entrepreneurs use violence to reorient the distribution of wealth in their favor. 

     Because officials in Khartoum were defiant and the GoSS was too weak to handle the 

windfall of oil revenues, the CPA’s provisions on wealth-sharing delivered few peace and 

institution building dividends. Given its exclusionary nature, the CPA reinforced existing 

power imbalances and was constantly subject to violent renegotiations. On the other 

hand, attempting to incorporate every military faction would have been cumbersome, 

may have precluded reaching any deal at all and would have sent the message that by 

rising up in arms a disaffected community can force its concerns onto the bargaining 

table. Meanwhile, the GoSS and SPLA’s version of inclusion through patronage politics 

was unstable and proved to be unsustainable. As this policy dilemma reveals, owing to 

the nature of the state, wealth-sharing will continue to be a volatile affair in South Sudan.   
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     Struggling to manage the conflict’s complexity and forced to negotiate within existing 

power realities, the mediators in South Sudan’s peace process have been unable to talk 

about creating a more equitable economic framework for every community. On paper, the 

ARCSS calls for resource power allocation and increased wealth-sharing, but in practice 

these policies have yet to be enacted. Much like the north-south struggle that preceded it, 

South Sudan’s civil war is driven by rival ethnic communities and military entrepreneurs 

seeking to secure their share of state resources. The democratic aspirations that one 

would anticipate from a liberal model of wealth-sharing are therefore undermined by the 

incipient and fragmented nature of the state, its informal orientation and the difficulties in 

managing the complexity of South Sudan’s many regional, ethnic and religious fissures.   

 

5.4 Economic Sanctions and the Liberal Model 

A fourth economic policy employed by liberal interventionists, in South Sudan the 

international community has used the threat and use of sanctions to persuade the warring 

sides to sign a reform laden peace deal, implement it and respect human rights in the 

process. Targeted sanctions include embargoes on service sectors and commodities, along 

with individual sanctions (e.g. travel ban and asset freeze). Network sanctions focus on 

limiting the financing available from international institutions for projects in the oil, 

construction and other sectors. Comprehensive sanctions, meanwhile, cover a wider 

range of services, economic sectors and leaders. Given the unintended social 

consequences on the broader population associated with comprehensive sanctions, a 

combination of targeted and network sanctions have been used in South Sudan.700 
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     Sanctions are limited in their effectiveness and can be easily evaded. In South Sudan, 

the Kiir regime has resisted these measures, the fragmented security environment has 

undermined their implementation and important regional/global state actors have 

facilitated arms transfers. The threat and use of sanctions may have forced the two sides 

to sign the 2015 and 2018 peace deals, but this was only done to placate the mediators. 

State elites will calculate whether sanctions are perceived to be worse than the costs 

associated with implementing a peace agreement. To the (limited) extent that they are 

effective, targeted and network sanctions send a moral message to warring elites. Such 

policies make it harder for state elites to depend on outside sources of income, ideally 

forcing them to rely on and bargain with societal forces to sustain their rule. Sanctions 

can, however, only affect the behavior of South Sudan’s state elites at the margins.  

 

5.4.1 The Sanctions Regime in South Sudan  

Sanctions criteria in South Sudan, as defined by UN Security Council resolution 2206, 

are tied to a number of human rights concerns, including the use of child soldiers, the 

targeting of civilians leading to maiming, torture, death or rape and obstructing the 

delivery of humanitarian aid.701 The AU Peace and Security Council (AU PSC) and 

IGAD repeatedly threatened to levy sanctions against South Sudanese leaders responsible 

for impeding a peace settlement. After a succession of ceasefire agreements were violated 
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by all sides, the culprits never faced consequences because Uganda, Kenya and other 

IGAD member-states were against imposing sanctions on South Sudan’s top leaders.702  

     After a struggle within the Obama administration was won out by those in favor of 

sanctions, including Secretary of State John Kerry and Ambassador to the UN Samantha 

Power, in 2015 the United States took on the task of devising a sanctions regime for 

South Sudan within the UN Security Council. Washington repeatedly warned the warring 

parties that they could face targeted sanctions, but each time claimed that the diplomatic 

timing was not right. After American diplomats began circulating a draft resolution in 

March 2015 that laid the groundwork for adopting a sanctions regime, the Security 

Council placed sanctions on six senior South Sudanese officials, three from each side. 

These sanctions were, however, levied against relatively inconsequential individuals.703	

     The international community’s threat of high-level targeted sanctions was critical in 

convincing Kiir and Machar to sign the ARCSS in August 2015, though implementation 

faltered thereafter. After all-out war reemerged in July 2016, the United States failed to 

convince China, Russia and Japan to back its new sanctions proposal. In September and 

December 2017, the Trump administration moved to impose sanctions on four senior 

officials, including Paul Malong, the former SPLA Chief of Staff. In March 2018, taking 

a more innovative approach, Washington placed network sanctions on 15 companies 

operating in South Sudan’s oil sector, accusing them of providing financing that the 

GRSS uses to purchase weapons, fund militias and undermine stability.704  
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     On February 2, 2018, in addition to those sanctions already levied against six 

individuals by the UN Security Council, the EU imposed sanctions against three senior 

government officials. On July 13, 2018, the Security Council approved a US-drafted 

resolution imposing an arms embargo on South Sudan and added Paul Malong, along 

with his deputy, to the sanctions list. As a compromise, Washington watered down the 

proposal by dropping the names of three government ministers. Nine countries voted in 

favor of the proposal, while Ethiopia, Russia, China and three others abstained. In the 

weeks leading up to the R-ARCSS being signed in September 2018, the five-country AU 

ad-hoc committee threatened to impose sanctions, while IGAD member-states argued 

that further sanctions would scuttle the ongoing regional peace talks.705 The United States 

continued to impose targeted on South Sudanese officials, including against Vice 

President Taban Deng, in the lead up to TGoNU being formed in February 2020.706 

 

5.4.2 The Effectiveness of Economic Sanctions 

Although the threat and limited use of economic sanctions was instrumental in pressuring 

South Sudan’s warring parties to sign the 2015 and 2018 peace deals, in the absence of a 

credible commitment on the part of the signatories to implement these agreements, the 

ability of such measures to influence the actions of the country’s ruling elite were limited. 

The willingness to pursue and ability to implement multilateral targeted sanctions in 

South Sudan has been “undermined by a web of political and economic relationships 
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linking regional elites’ interests to those of South Sudanese politicians.”707 This left 

funding flows for the conflict mostly untouched and allowed these individuals time to 

move their assets. Sanctions can only be effective if they have multilateral support from 

every major stakeholder country. This approach only worked in the case of Apartheid 

South Africa because the regime was almost completely isolated internationally.708  

     Regional leaders within IGAD would “serve as mediators of the conflict on one day, 

and then meet with President Kiir the next day to discuss joint regional infrastructure 

projects.”709 As such, supporting a sanctions regime in South Sudan was not in the best 

economic, investment or commercial interest of these regional states. Based on its deep 

economic ties with South Sudan, Uganda lobbied heavily within IGAD, the AU and UN 

against such actions. Sudan’s economic interests lay in maintaining its access to South 

Sudan’s oil and resulting transit fees. Kenya and Ethiopia’s banking interests in South 

Sudan have undermined support for targeted sanctions. Most notably, Kenyan diplomats 

publicly supported calls for sanctions while privately campaigning against them.710 In 

global forums, China and Russia repeatedly thwarted the United States’ work to get the 

permanent members of the UN Security Council on board with targeted sanctions.711 

     Without regional support, members of the ruling elite in South Sudan were able to 

sidestep targeted sanctions by diverting assets through a third party, using black markets 
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or safe havens and diversifying funds or investments.712 Even given the political will, 

regional states may not have the capacity to enforce sanctions given their weak financial 

institutions that are subject to political influence. Travel bans, for example, face the 

problem of Africa’s porous borders. Asset freezes are only effective if the individuals 

have no time or alternate means to move their assets to a safe haven. Restricting someone 

from travelling to the West, meanwhile, was not a significant punishment.713 Issues of 

state capacity and a lack of political will to enforce sanctions at the national and regional 

levels have therefore greatly undermined their effectiveness as a coercive policy tool.  

     The importance of targeted sanctions lies in their ability to impose a personal cost on 

those who are obstructing the peace process and committing human rights abuses in 

South Sudan’s civil war. Broadly speaking, De Waal writes, sanctions against the 

country’s politico-military leadership can serve two purposes. First, by acting as an anti-

corruption measure that would involve tracking the illegal capital flights of South 

Sudan’s kleptocrats with the intent of confiscating their ill-gotten gains. Second, targeted 

sanctions would serve a moral purpose by punishing South Sudan’s leaders for failing to 

end the war or promote necessary economic reforms. Targeted and network sanctions are, 

however, only tactical tools that can shape incentives at the margin. The warring parties 

will assess whether the threatened sanctions are expected to be worse for their political 

survival than signing and making overtures to implement a peace agreement.714  
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Conclusion 

Economic sanctions represent one of the few coercive policy tools in the international 

community’s arsenal to pressure the warring parties to sign a peace deal, implement it 

and respect human rights in the process. In this way, sanctions are part of the policy 

toolkit aimed at coaxing the ruling elite in wartorn countries to adopt a set of liberally 

oriented reforms. The main benefit of targeted sanctions lies in punishing those most 

responsible for prolonging the fighting and committing atrocities during the civil war. 

There is also a benefit in trying to cut South Sudan’s warring elites off from external 

financing, using sanctions to force them to get serious at the negotiating table and ideally 

causing them to look internally to sustain their power. There are, however, real concerns 

regarding the effectiveness of sanctions, particularly in South Sudan where regional and 

global powers have resisted these measures. Using pressure tactics on warring elites may 

encourage them to sign a peace deal, but actually implementing it is another story. 

 

5.5 Developing the State’s Capacity to Generate Revenue Internally 

A final policy focus within the economic domain involves efforts made by the GRSS and 

the international community to reform tax systems in South Sudan and increase the 

government’s capacity to generate revenue internally. The GRSS is almost completely 

reliant on exogenous sources of revenue, including oil rents, foreign aid and external 

loans. The problems associated with the “resource curse” phenomenon include macro-

economic volatility, crowding out of other industries, weak institutions, lack of 

government accountability and civil war.715 To address this problem, the economic 
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provisions within the 2015 peace deal include a call on the GRSS to develop alternative 

revenue streams, diversify the economy and reform tax systems.716  

     An abundance of easily acquired exogenous revenue flows has stunted the process of 

institutional development, including the government’s ability to generate revenue 

endogenously. When the ruling elite is not forced to rely on revenues collected internally 

through taxation, there is little incentive to bargain with the citizenry and, in doing so, to 

develop representative institutions. This has been true during periods of oil abundance in 

South Sudan. Conversely, austerity measures spurred by the SPLM/A’s unilateral oil 

shutdown in 2012 forced the GRSS to be somewhat more effective in generating wealth 

internally, but led to a complete breakdown in stability.717 South Sudan’s economic 

prosperity rests on the ability to establish the country’s economic self-reliance, diversify 

the economy and increase social pressures on the GRSS to reform. The largely informal 

economy and the nature of South Sudan’s political marketplace pose immense challenges 

to the efforts to liberalize tax systems and to move away from dependence on oil.     

 

5.5.1 Exogenous Income Generation in South Sudan 

South Sudan has three sources of externally derived income. First, during the 2005-2011 

CPA interim period oil production accounted for about half of the south’s GDP, 97% of 

exports and 98% of state revenues.718 As of 2018, oil accounts for 60 percent of South 
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Sudan’s GDP and almost the entirety of its exports.719 The leading stakeholders in South 

Sudan’s oil industry are state-owned oil companies from China, Malaysia and India in a 

series of joint ventures with South Sudan’s Nile Petroleum Corporation (Nilepet). About 

40% of the revenues from oil sales go to operational costs, 20% to the transitional 

companies and 40% to the government.720 The GRSS’s share of the oil money was 

further cut into by the ill-fated decision to introduce a fixed payment for the use of 

Sudan’s oil infrastructure rather than a sliding scale linked to global prices. Under the 

Cooperation Agreement, signed in 2012, South Sudan agreed to pay Sudan $24 per barrel 

of Dar Blend and $26 per barrel of the Nile Blend produced in Unity state.721  

     South Sudan’s oil revenue is also subject to the volatility of global oil prices and the 

civil war’s effects on domestic production. In 2011, South Sudan was pumping 340,000 

barrels per day (bpd). The SPLM then shut down oil production from January 2012 to 

April 2013 owing to a dispute over transit fees with Khartoum. With production still at a 

reduced capacity, from 2014 to 2018 the SPLA-IO shut down production in Unity State 

and closed the outlying fields in Upper Nile State, causing production to hover around 

130,000 bpd during that time.722 Oil is not a long-term foundation for South Sudan’s 

economy, while its presence has heightened instability and relieved the state elite of the 

pressure to state build. Without sizable investment to increase output or successful new 
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exploration, the country’s oil production has already begun a process of decline.723 

     Inflows of foreign currency earned through an extractive resource undermine a 

country’s export sector by making prices less competitive in the international market. The 

phenomenon known as “Dutch disease” is characterized by declining prices obtained for 

other commodities and the crowding out of a local manufacturing industry. Prior to a 

drop in oil revenues and liberalizing South Sudan’s currency in 2015, which has led to 

spiraling inflation, large inflows of oil money put upward pressure on the fixed exchange 

rate and domestic prices, creating few incentives to invest in other industries. As a result 

of the external orientation that characterized South Sudan’s economy, input prices were 

high, causing output prices to be uncompetitive on world markets.724  

     A second exogenous source of wealth flowing into South Sudan is foreign aid. From 

2005 to 2011, foreign aid and technical assistance, which was focused on humanitarian 

support, health, education and infrastructure, on average totaled $500 million per year.725 

In 2012, bilateral foreign assistance provided by NGOs, the World Bank and UN 

agencies accounted for roughly 80% of basic services being delivered in South Sudan.726 

Ever since South Sudan’s war broke out in December 2013, there has been a retraction in 

direct foreign aid going to the government and an increase in humanitarian assistance, as 

donors have mobilized approximately $1.5 billion per year from 2014 to 2016.727 Aid 

received in 2018, some $1 billion, doubled South Sudan’s state budget.728 
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     Since the 1990s, the SPLM/A’s politico-military elite has controlled the distribution of 

aid resources, allowing it to extract rents from the political economy of state-building. As 

Wolfram Lacher writes, external aid represents an indirect subsidy that allows the 

government to concentrate its own resources on funding clientelist structures in the 

administration and security apparatus.729 Control over state rents meant that the SPLM 

counted on an unchallenged primacy on the political scene, a reality that made it less 

urgent for the movement’s leaders to build representative party institutions and systems. 

This left the GRSS with few incentives to strengthen its administrative capacity by 

developing a domestic network for public service delivery or collecting taxes.730  

     A third source of exogenous income in South Sudan comes from foreign loans and 

other forms of international financing. South Sudan emerged debt free as an independent 

state in 2011, however, by 2016 foreign debt was sitting at USD $1 billion and domestic 

debt amounted to SSP 24.1 billion. The percentage of general government debt to GDP 

rose precipitously, from 17.59% in 2013 to 89.13% in 2016, before dropping to 65.24% 

in 2017.731 The country is consequently in severe debt distress, owing to the combined 

economic impact of the 2012 oil shutdown, civil war, fluctuations in global oil prices and 

high levels of fiscal spending. Negative debt indicators include external payments 

difficulties, low foreign exchange reserves and short-term repayment needs that exceed 

available resources. This financial crisis has caused payment delays on international 

obligations, civil servant salaries and social programs.732  
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5.5.2 Endogenous Income Generation in South Sudan 

In terms of endogenous revenue generation, there is “virtually no domestic production or 

manufacturing capacity” in South Sudan and tax revenues has accounted for less than 5% 

of the state’s income.733 South Sudan’s future prosperity depends on the GRSS’s ability 

to diversify the economy by promoting non-oil growth, including by enhancing systems 

of taxation and strengthening the agricultural sector. Beyond the declining oil sector, the 

country runs on a cash-based subsistence economy, while nearly all food and consumer 

products are imported. Agriculture and pastoralism account for 15% of GDP, as 78% of 

the population is involved in farming and 85% performs non-wage work.734 Although 

90% of the land in South Sudan is fertile, with half of this being classified as “prime 

agricultural land,” as of 2014 only 4% was being cultivated.735  

     The GRSS’s efforts to supplement its revenues from taxation have been limited to 

increasing the operational costs of international actors and enforcing more stringent 

controls on cross-border traders.736 From a projected budget of 11.2 billion SSP in 2014-

2015, non-oil revenues were expected to bring in a minimal 3 billion SSP.737 Non-oil 

revenue collection has been low due to a narrow tax base that includes sales, personal 

income, excise and business taxes. The financial vice created by the war has led to 

improvements in the GRSS’s ability to generate finances internally, as tax revenues rose 

from SSP 75 million per month in 2013 to SSP 120 million in January 2015.738  
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     A similar increase in the government’s ability to collect tax revenues was witnessed 

following the financial crisis caused by the oil shutdown from January 2012 to April 

2013. Efforts to find alternate revenue sources spurred a process of border tax 

harmonization and reform that led to a 1,100% increase in the Custom Service’s revenues 

within months.739 Non-oil revenue doubled to more than 60 million SSP per month 

between July and December 2012 as compared to the same period in 2011, covering 12% 

of government expenditures. Spending controls and fiscal transparency measures were 

also tightened.740 Thus, a period of austerity caused by the loss of oil revenues forced the 

GRSS to reform its systems of border taxation and for collecting non-oil revenues.  

     Since 2011, the GRSS has made efforts to create a legal and institutional framework to 

minimize the resource curse. The 2012 Petroleum Act called for a revenue stabilization 

account to protect against market volatility and a fund to provide reserves for when the 

oil deposits are depleted. Contributions to these funds, meant to be 25% of gross oil 

earnings, have been deferred to fund immediate defense and security needs.741 The 

Ministry of Finance and Planning formed a National Revenue Authority (NRA) in 

January 2019, a tax body that aims to strengthen South Sudan’s capacity to increase its 

non-oil revenues. In its first six months of operation, the NRA collected $36 million from 

non-oil sources as part of South Sudan’s “Non-Oil Revenue Mobilization and 

Accountability Project” being supported by the African Development Bank.742  
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     As this evidence suggests, lower oil revenues undermined the stability of the regime’s 

patronage networks, but it also forced the ruling elite to begin undertaking the difficult 

process of institution building. Lauren Hutton writes, however, that in South Sudan “the 

structural anomalies of non-export market driven/non-commercial pastoralism and 

subsistence agriculture means that there is a limited local tax base from which to build a 

developmental state.”743 Informal practices, meaning those that are not regulated, taxed or 

documented by the state, overwhelm the formal sector. Illustrating the formal economy’s 

limited importance, only 12% of the population depends on wages and salaries for their 

main livelihood, while 4% of the population is engaged in entrepreneurial activities.744      

     Centralizing taxation within the GRSS necessitates overcoming the structural 

obstacles of taxing productive activities that are not linked to the formal economy. Local 

systems for tax collection in town markets and on cross-border trade operate both within 

and outside of formal structures. This has created a dual system of national and highly 

exclusive local taxation.745 A key issue identified by donors is that of “multiple taxation” 

being levied on international border trade. At independence, goods coming from Uganda 

were subject to as many as 17 different taxes. From 2005 to 2012, donors prompted the 

central, state and county government taxation departments to consolidate this system. In 

the end, “very little headway was made because the prevailing taxation practices were 

crucial to holding local and national political settlements in place.”746 As such, liberal 

reformers have been unable to transform these socially embedded taxation practices.  
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5.5.3 Community-Based Versus Capital-Based Resource Collection 

Much recent scholarship has identified the source of funding as being the primary 

determinant of rebel behavior. In Paul Collier’s view, rebel outfits that depend on funding 

derived from natural resources or external state patronage tend to demonstrate little 

concern for civilian welfare and devote fewer resources to building civilian governance 

structures. In contrast, organizations that rely mostly on social endowments must engage 

in extensive mobilization efforts and are therefore more likely to develop complex 

governance structures that can garner civilian support.747 Adrian Florea demonstrates that 

access to exploitable mineral resources strongly reduces incentives for rebels to build 

state-like institutions. The ability to generate resources through “immobile sources” (e.g. 

collecting taxes) is positively associated with institutionalization across the board.748  

     While a government’s reliance on what Sukanya Podder refers to as “community-

based resource bases” (i.e. taxation) creates a dependency on the local economy for 

support, capital-based exchange systems (e.g. resource rents) rely on linkages with 

transnational and trans-border flows. Governments that are forced to rely on local 

populations for resources and support are more likely to be protective towards citizens 

compared to groups that enjoy a high degree of external sponsorship. Another dimension 

involves the type of resource being accessed. Oil wealth has traditionally given rulers the 

resources to operate more freely, dealing with rivals through co-option or coercion.749 

Elite-level social networks formed between the central state and localized expressions of 
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rebel governance play an important role in post-conflict states that are characterized by 

weak formal institutions, intense political competition and rapidly shifting alliances.750 

     Where and how the state generates revenue affect how it relates to the economy and 

its citizens. When a state’s revenue base is not tied to overall economic activity, the 

incentives to promote positive economic development are reduced. Governments that rely 

heavily on tax money tend to be “accountable to citizens and are most likely to adopt 

democratic systems to manage the state affairs.”751 A government’s reliance on external 

funding decreases its dependence on tax revenues, removing the mechanism by which 

citizens can demand accountability. Citizens’ resistance to taxation deprives the state of 

revenues, forcing officials to bargain with their demands. If the government has access to 

a non-tax based source of revenue, this type of resistance becomes ineffective.752  

     An abundance of externally derived revenues often discourages a government from 

developing economic institutions or legal frameworks that are essential to foster broad-

based, equitable and sustainable growth. In poorly governed states defined by a resource-

driven economy and the externalization of financial dependence, these rents are mostly 

distributed through patronage networks, leading to the development of “autocratic or 

dysfunctional democracies facilitated by multinational companies.”753 External rents can 

weaken economic institutions, as the government deals directly with resource companies 

instead of being forced to rely on its citizenry for tax revenues. This encourages 

predatory behavior, along with a lack of transparency and accountability.754 
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     The SPLM/A has always been heavily dependent on external sources of revenue. This 

has fostered a clientelistic culture of rent-seeking that forms the foundation of South 

Sudan’s economic settlement.755 The movement’s lack of accountability is related to the 

central government’s ability to generate revenue from oil sales, foreign aid, 

regional/global sponsorship and external loans. The abundance of exogenous revenue 

sources has contributed to the lack of connection to the citizenry, since the government 

will continue to receive this income regardless of how it acts towards its people.756 Rather 

than answering to internal actors, the ruling elite depends primarily on building alliances 

with global and regional states, multinational corporations and financial institutions.  

     While the oil boom provided South Sudan’s ruling elites with a short-term cash 

bonanza, it also “contributed to the entrenchment of deeper structural problems.”757 

During that time, the government failed to budget its expenditures properly, reinvest this 

oil wealth to diversify the economy or provide social services throughout the country.758 

Being forced to gather resources by taxing citizens requires a government to provide 

efficiency incentives and to invest in social services. In South Sudan, the government’s 

reliance on oil rents has made it “economically autonomous from the productive efforts 

of society” and prevented the emergence of a strong taxpayer-government relationship.759 

This has left few incentives to invest in human resources to encourage the development 

of a productive labor force or a middle class that can provide a sustainable tax base.760  

     The government does not depend on taxes collected from citizens and, consequently, 
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“has displayed little accountability to its people for how revenues are spent.”761 South 

Sudan operates as a classic “payroll economy” where the wages of the army, organized 

forces and civil service drive almost all expenditures. Rather than spending on 

development and basic services, expenditures have been skewed towards the security 

sector, funding the war budget, paying salaries and financing the debt.762 In the 2014-

2015 budget, 85% of expenditures were allocated to salaries, operating costs and transfers 

to states.763 More than a third of the budget, 4 billion SSP, was planned for the security 

sector, 260 million SSP to paying interest on outstanding debts and 800 million SSP to 

debt arrears. Education was allocated 6.2 million SSP and health around 4 million SSP.764  

     In contrast to South Sudan, Somaliland demonstrates how a lack of exogenous funding 

shapes the development of endogenous political institutions in a positive manner. 

Somaliland’s “lackluster natural resource base and ineligibility for foreign aid [or] 

bilateral assistance has facilitated the creation of strong institutional checks and balances 

on the government.”765 Being forced to rely heavily on tax receipts has increased the 

government’s accountability to its citizens. State elites could not implement policy 

decisions without the broad support of the state’s tax base. Dependence on the country’s 

diaspora has created another constituency to which the government is held accountable. 

     As Nicholas Eubank writes, the lack of external financial assistance has shaped the 

political incentives of Somaliland’s leaders in three distinct ways. First, this has increased 

the influence of the domestic business community that provided government financing in 
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the form of direct loans and commercial taxation. Second, the presence of many political 

actors with relative resource parity has forced the government to compromise with 

opposition groups. Third, Somaliland’s ineligibility for foreign assistance has helped to 

allay citizen’s concerns over the emergence of a predatory state, facilitating the formation 

of a national government. The absence of a significant external revenue base has meant 

that the survival of Somaliland’s leadership is dependent on their ability to maintain the 

support of the citizenry.766 Conversely, in South Sudan the availability of exogenous 

resources streams has allowed the government to simply buy the support of rival factions.  

 

Conclusion 

The resource curse in South Sudan is tied to inflows of foreign capital that block efforts 

build effective and representative economic institutions. The availability of external 

revenue streams has allowed the GRSS to overlook the need to generate endogenous 

revenue flows. The lack of domestic taxation makes it difficult for citizens to hold those 

in power to account and means that ruling elites have little incentive to develop legitimate 

processes. Instead, they are outwardly focused and beholden to foreign interests. Periods 

of austerity caused by the 2012 oil shutdown and the 2013 civil war have forced the 

GRSS to become more effective at collecting revenue internally through taxation. A 

decline in oil revenues has undermined the stability of the patrimonial system, but may be 

a necessary internal structural condition to propel institutional development. Overall, the 

international community’s focus on assisting the GRSS to collect revenue internally by 

developing system of taxation should most definitely be lauded.  
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5.7 Chapter Five: Conclusion 

This section outlined five economic policy focuses that define the liberal institutionalist 

model of conflict resolution that has been applied in South Sudan. A first factor that 

explains why this model has broken down, institutionalization is an internal process that 

is not amenable to engineering from outside forces. Institutions must emerge from and 

reflect the societies they are meant to reconcile. Economic reforms are particularly 

difficult to implement in contexts where indigenous groups disagree about the 

distribution of power and wealth. In such cases, political leaders are incentivized to 

“strengthen their own position in anticipation of the departure of external actors.”767  

     Marina Ottaway writes that donors tend to think about institution building in terms of 

transplanting best practices. External actors can help to set up organizations, however 

such organizations will only become established institutions if the relevant actors believe 

that they provide solutions to real problems. Although the basic framework of an 

organization can be established with a lot of money and technical assistance, “their 

transformation into legitimate institutions is the result of domestic political processes that 

take time and can only be marginally affected by donors.”768 Newly developed 

institutions in fragile states do not generate authority and are powerless in the face of the 

“raw power” of different factions. Externally driven institution building is unlikely to 

work in situations where power is highly fragmented and no single group can prevail.  

     Second, South Sudan is a particularly difficult context to build liberal institutions 

given that a state has never existed in this region in a Weberian or empirical sense. 

Fragmentation can only be overcome by the intervention of a strong countervailing force 
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that relies on a combination of military superiority and popular support. As Ottaway 

writes, only after this basic problem has been solved does it makes sense to talk about 

forming institutions that will regulate the exercise of power. Even then, to respond to 

local problems these institutions must emerge from clashes of power among internal 

forces and will certainly veer far from the “best practice” model of institution building. 

Consolidating power in South Sudan is made extremely difficult by the historical 

trajectory of the state, the nature of its arbitrary boundaries and the externalization of 

economic process in the contemporary global context. It is therefore hard to imagine how 

a single force will be able to consolidate power over the entirety of South Sudan’s 

territory any time soon and what exactly this process might entail in human rights terms.    

     Third, informal institutional practices are deeply rooted in the South Sudanese state 

and society. While liberal interventionists identify corruption as the source of the 

problem, patrimonialism has typically been the most effective and potent means of 

regulating power relations. Owing to the cultural embeddedness of patrimonialism as a 

social, political and economic system in South Sudan, attempts to build formal 

institutions have been largely futile and have often produced unintended consequences. 

For instance, the SPLM/A captured vast amounts of external resources that were funneled 

into the economy of state-building after the CPA was signed in 2005.769 Liberal reformers 

should therefore disavow themselves of the notion that it is possible to overcome and 

reconfigure practices that form the very foundation of South Sudan’s social system. 

     Fourth, efforts to build economic institutions in South Sudan are undermined by the 

presence of oil, which has produced a violent struggle to control resource rents, limited 
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the state’s accountability towards the citizenry, undermined tax systems and stunted 

internal production. An alternate approach to the liberal institutionalist model, some 

scholars emphasize how patrimonialism can “accommodate opposition and placate 

restive groups by offering private privilege in exchange for political loyalty.”770 From 

this perspective, where state institutions are weak, oil rich governments can achieve 

political order by outspending other entrepreneurs of violence. In South Sudan, using 

precisely this system, high oil revenues brought about relative stability from 2005 to 

2011, but stunted institutional development. Since 2012, lower oil income has heightened 

conflict, but forced the GRSS to become more efficient at collecting revenue internally. 

     Rather than indicating that the liberal peace should be abandoned in its entirety, as 

Dominik Balthasar writes, “these observations do cast doubt on the relationship between 

the liberal peace paradigm and the fundamental exigencies of building modern states.”771 

Liberal reformers operate under three unrealistic and misguided assumptions: (1) that 

state formation can occur in the absence of conflict; (2) that formal democratic processes 

are universally desirable/achievable and; (3) that it is possible to overcome patrimonial 

rule through liberal institutionalism. This analysis speaks to the inherent difficulties in 

trying to impose institutions that primarily reflect external concerns and do not address 

complex local power realities or cultural practices in the host society. As Tilly elucidated, 

institutions are instead the “residue” of clashes between various state-like actors and 

societal forces to consolidate power and determine the nature of the system.772 
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Chapter 6: Security Policies and the Liberal Institutionalist Model 

This chapter outlines the international community’s efforts to build and reform 

institutions within the state’s security sector in South Sudan. The analysis that follows 

will explain how South Sudan’s unique features and the nature of the African state have 

undermined the implementation of a liberal institutionalist model of securitization. The 

security sector refers to organizations that have the authority and capacity to “use force or 

the threat of force to protect the state and civilians,” along with the “civil structures 

responsible for managing such organizations.”773 In practice, this includes: (1) groups 

with the authority and instruments of force, such as the military, police, secret services, 

intelligence services and paramilitaries; (2) the institutions that manage the sector, such 

as government ministries, parliament and civil society; and (3) the structures responsible 

for maintaining the rule of law, including the judiciary, the ministry of justice, human 

rights commissions and local or traditional justice mechanisms.774   

     As has been the case in South Sudan, the international community’s security-related 

policies generally involve the following five elements: (1) devising security arrangements 

that maintain a cessation of hostilities and prepare the warring sides to integrate their 

respective armies; (2) identifying the terms under which other non-state armed groups 

(NSAGs) will be included in or excluded from the subsequent government; (3) 

implementing the policies of Security Sector Reform (SSR), which include reducing the 

size, budget and scope of activity of the security sector, while also reforming it to become 

more professional, transparent and accountable to citizens; (4) demilitarizing and/or 

disarming society more generally through the policies of Disarmament, Demobilization 
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and Reintegration (DDR) and; (5) offering recourse for past military injustices by 

imposing an arms embargo and pursuing transitional justice against human rights abusers.  

     The security sector is a central focus of the international state-building community 

because establishing a monopoly of force is the first step towards state consolidation. 

Collectively, the policy objectives written into South Sudan’s 2005, 2015 and 2018 peace 

deals have promoted a variant of the liberal institutionalist model of security reform. 

Implementing these policies involves a broad range of activities undertaken by a variety 

of national stakeholders and external partners. The unifying focus of this reform agenda 

is to ultimately achieve democratic governance within the security sector.775 The 

contemporary variant of the liberal model also focuses on the need to build state capacity 

alongside, or prior to, the mission to professionalize and democratize the state’s security 

apparatus. The institutionalist aspect of the liberal model operates on the assumption that 

the Weberian state is the only form of political order in which good governance can 

emerge.776 By introducing new institutions and reforming existing ones, it is expected 

that South Sudan’s politico-military elite will be incentivized to transform their behavior.   

     A state that is secure and where conflicts over power have largely been resolved is one 

where democratic rule can be built. In states affected by armed conflict, however, the 

formal state must contend with (i.e. either integrate or eliminate) a multiplicity of rebel 

groups and militias. The imperatives that emerge from this reality undermine the 

willingness and ability of the government, NSAGs and communities to credibly pursue 

the security policies written into a peace deal. Implementing the liberal institutionalist 
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model in South Sudan therefore requires overcoming a weak central state apparatus, the 

lack of cohesion among ethnic groups forced to share the same political unit (i.e. a deficit 

of territorial legitimacy), the fragmentation of power authorities on the ground (i.e. a 

deficit of governmental legitimacy) and the durability of informal modes of political 

behavior. Given the many failures of state-building in South Sudan and the historical 

reality that states are primarily formed through internal and violent processes, scholars 

debate whether institution building can be effectively guided by external actors.777 

     State formation is often portrayed as a sequential process. As Norbert Elias identified, 

in the first phase, direct access to force is centralized in the hands of state rulers and taken 

away from most in society. In the second, this private control “moves from the hands of 

state-makers into a political setting of legal institutions and appointed rulers under the 

control of the public.”778 Mancur Olson’s theory of “roving” versus “stationary” bandits 

explains how predatory groups evolve into stable governments. Stationary bandits, 

because of their monopoly on crime and taxation, develop interests in a given domain 

that limit their predations because they increasingly bear a share of the social losses.779 

Charles Tilly identified the mechanism that propels this process forward as being contests 

between the state and society, which create the space for non-state actors to provide input 

on the formation of state policies.780 For Michael Bratton and Eric Chang, the practice of 

trying to build democratic state institutions before the central conflicts over power have 

been resolved internally is therefore a case of “attempting state-building backwards.”781 
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     As this discussion will show, the inability to achieve lasting stability and implement 

liberally oriented security reforms is explained by the nascent nature of the South 

Sudanese state and certain realities of African statehood. In the rest of this chapter, I will 

discuss each of the five policies and explain the ways in which sincere efforts to 

implement them have failed to produce the intended outcomes. External actors are most 

concerned with securing peace in the immediate term, integrating all relevant warring 

forces into a single national army and implementing a broad range of liberally oriented 

institutional reforms within the state’s security sector. Meanwhile, those warring on the 

ground are most concerned with protecting their communities and accumulating power, 

either by defeating their rivals militarily or by negotiating their place within the state’s 

patrimonial system. In the concluding section, I will speculate on possible remedies, 

including the “Tillyan” and “hybrid” approaches to securitization, and argue that local 

parties and the international community are limited in their ability to advance change.  

 
6.1 Ceasefires Arrangements and South Sudan’s Peace Deals 

The first step in contemporary peace processes is to secure a cessation of hostilities that 

allows the warring parties to be integrated into a single army. In South Sudan, the failures 

of the 2005 CPA’s security arrangements are commonly referenced to explain the 

outbreak of civil war in 2013.782 Thereafter, the security provisions written into the 2015 

ARCSS included a permanent ceasefire, force cantonment, the withdrawal of allied 

forces, the partial demilitarization of Juba and other main cities, the deployment of a 

regional protection force and integrating the warring armies within 18-months.783 After 
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having been pressured to sign the agreement, the Kiir regime’s relative power advantage 

allowed it to ignore those stipulations that it opposed. Machar’s SPLA-IO, for its part, 

instrumentalized force cantonment by inflating its ranks and funding the creation of new 

armed groups, including in the Equatorias. According to the International Crisis Group, 

by allowing Kiir and Machar to jointly securitize Juba with separate command structures, 

the ARCSS’s security arrangements caused the peace deal to break down in July 2016.784  

     In light of these events, this section analyzes the attempts to implement the 2018 R-

ARCSS and negotiate the security arrangements that allowed the revitalized transitional 

government to be formed on February 22, 2020. As is argued here, peace deal security 

policies can only be blamed for the immediate sparks of violence in 2013 and 2016. More 

fundamentally, however, the combustible nature of the security sector emerged from the 

incipient nature of the state in South Sudan and the realities of African statehood (i.e. the 

arbitrary nature of state boundaries). In the absence of a monopoly of violence, and given 

the “Dinka-dominance” within the SPLM/A, many sub-national communities have 

mobilized by forming rebel and militia groups. Rather than being determined by 

international peace efforts, the ebbs and flows of stability are instead driven by the 

shifting military power of the relevant combatants. The relative stability experienced in 

South Sudan since 2018 is therefore explained by the fact that the Kiir regime has largely 

vanquished its military foes and imposed its term of peace on a fragmented opposition. 

 
6.1.1 The CPA’s Security Arrangements 

The security arrangements written into the 2005 CPA stipulated that the Sudan Armed 

Forces (SAF) and the SPLA would remain separate armies throughout the peace deal’s 
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six-year transitional period. Depending on the outcome of the 2011 referendum, the two 

forces would either merge into a single army or become the armed forces of two separate 

states.785 The CPA called for Joint Integrated Units (JIUs) to be formed between the 

northern and southern armies. Numbering 39,000 soldiers drawn evenly from the SAF 

and SPLA, 24,000 of these were to be deployed throughout the south, 3,000 in Khartoum 

and 6,000 in each of Blue Nile and Nuba Mountains.786 In practice, these under-resourced 

units were subject to disputes over the chain or rotation of command, troop seniority and 

integration of rebel groups.787 The JIUs failed to develop as planned, “partly because of 

likely southern secession, but also because of a stark contrast between the rhetoric of 

post-war unity and peace with the realities of heightened tensions on the ground.”788  

     Both parties also agreed to disengage, separate, encamp and redeploy their forces to 

their respective sides of the 1956 north-south border. Tensions were provoked by the 

slow pace of redeployment, especially in the contested areas of Abyei and Blue Nile.789 

With the CPA requiring all SAF and SPLA forces to redeploy to their respective sides of 

the north-south border, the JIU mechanism became a convenient means for the northern 

government to deal with SAF-aligned Other Armed Groups (OAGs). During the CPA 

period, Khartoum planted militia groups in the JIUs with the aim of engineering 
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insecurity in the south. Tensions were highest in the oil-producing states of Upper Nile 

and Unity, while there was also intermittent violence along the border in Abyei.790 

Conflagrations in Malakal in 2006, 2009 and 2011 made clear that the SPLA’s main 

southern rival, the SSDF, was never effectively brought under control of the JIU 

command and continued to operate semi-autonomously.791  

     A final post-CPA challenge involved reconciling all OAGs in the south that were not 

party to the agreement. In 2005, there were no fewer than 18 armed groups operating in 

the south.792 The CPA called for these groups to be integrated into the SPLA, but did not 

spell out how this process was meant to take place. President Kiir’s “Juba Declaration” in 

2006 called for around 50,000 troops from the SSDF and other OAGs to be integrated 

into the SPLA.793 Kiir continued to co-opt groups through an amnesty policy that allowed 

rebels to join the SPLA, often with senior ranks for their leaders. This “Big Tent” policy 

brought about relative stability from 2005 to 2011.794 However, the breakdown of the 

national army along ethnic lines in December 2013 suggests that the presidential pardons 

from the past failed to integrate South Sudan’s many militias into a single entity.795    

 

6.1.2 The Security Arrangements within the 2015 ARCSS and 2018 R-ARCSS 

A first security concern during the IGAD-led mediation for South Sudan, after an initial 

cessation of hostilities was signed on January 23, 2014, countless ceasefire deals were 
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brokered thereafter and then repeatedly violated.796 A second point of debate was over the 

demilitarization of Juba and other key towns, a proposition that the rebels supported and 

the government opposed. A third sticking point, the SPLM/A-IO demanded the 

withdrawal of foreign troops from South Sudan, including the Ugandan army and rebel 

factions from Sudan backing the Kiir regime.797 A fourth issue involved determining 

whether a regional or UN-led protection force would be deployed. A final debate 

centered on how to integrate the two armies and identifying those who were eligible to be 

integrated. Favoring mass demobilization, the government wanted a unified army to be 

formed during the 90-day pre-transition period and invited commanders who had 

defected to return to the SPLA according to their former ranks.798 The SPLM/A-IO 

wanted tens of thousands of militiamen to be integrated into the SPLA and was calling 

for two separate armies to be maintained for the entirety of the 30-month transition.799   

     Before signing the ARCSS on August 26, 2015, President Kiir attached a list of 

reservations where he voiced his opposition to the security clauses calling for the 

majority of SPLA soldiers to retreat from Juba, for two separate armies to be maintained 

for 18 months and for all foreign troops to leave South Sudanese territory.800 Hardliners 

in the government’s camp opposed to the peace deal’s security provisions included SPLA 

Chief of Staff Paul Malong, Information Minister Michael Makuei, the Jieng Council of 

Elders and state leaders in Bahr el-Ghazal.801 On the rebels’ side, generals Peter Gadet, 
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Gathoth Gatkuoth and Gabriel Tanginye defected from Machar’s leadership before he 

signed the ARCSS.802 Community militias, numbering in the tens of thousands, continued 

to operate in Greater Upper Nile. These included different factions of Nuer militiamen 

(e.g. Jikany, Lou and Gawar) known collectively as the White Army. Many armed groups 

subsequently emerged in Central Bahr el-Ghazal and in the Equatorias that were 

“motivated by benefits they hoped to obtain under the ARCSS security arrangements.”803  

     The ARCSS envisioned each of the belligerent parties declaring their troops numbers 

and establishing cantonment sites for those troops, then assembling, screening and 

training them to either be included in the national security forces or be demobilized. The 

parties were given three months to declare the size of their forces and equipment to the 

Strategic Defense and Security Review Board (SDSRB) and 18 months to complete force 

integration. A temporary command of Joint Integrated Police (JIP) would be formed to 

ensure coordination between the two forces prior to an eventual merger.804 In November 

2015, after a series of workshops in Ethiopia, the parties agreed that 4,830 troops would 

remain in Juba, with 3,420 security forces belonging to the government and 1,410 to the 

opposition. The parties agreed to deploy JIPs for the security of Juba, 1,500 from each 

side, and to deploy 400 in Bor, Malakal and Bentiu from each side, for a total of 2,400.805  
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     The ARCSS’s transitional security arrangements called for the establishment of 

cantonment sites, where fighters would assemble to await disarmament, demobilization 

or force integration. Kiir envisaged a more restrictive process, while Machar was calling 

for an 18-month cantonment process that would be open to community defense groups. 

This dispute extended into determining which forces were to be cantoned and those that 

are ineligible. From August 2015 to July 2016, Machar’s SPLM/A-IO funded new rebel 

groups and attempted to use the cantonment exercise to bring recruits into the opposition 

from the Greater Equatoria and Bahr el-Ghazal regions. During that time, the Kiir regime 

also used cantonment as a tool to reunify and strengthen the SPLA.806  

     The ARCSS also stipulated that all military forces, except for those permitted under 

subsequent agreements, redeploy outside of a 25 km radius from the center of Juba within 

90 days of the peace deal’s signing. In April 2016, six months behind schedule, Machar 

returned to Juba with a security detail of 1,410 troops, as per the ARCSS, to assume the 

post of First Vice-President. Despite agreeing to redeploy all but 3,420 government-

aligned troops, as many as 10,000 soldiers remained in and around the capital. Thereafter, 

both armies were stationed in Juba, but did not work together and remained in separate 

areas of town.807 In July 2016, fighting erupted in Juba between forces loyal to Kiir and 

Machar, causing the peace deal’s security arrangements to fall apart. Kiir then named 

Taban Deng Gai as First Vice President, a move that again fractured the SPLM/A-IO. 
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     The ARCSS mandated that all foreign allied forces (i.e. Uganda) withdraw from South 

Sudan’s territory within 45 days of the agreement’s signing. The warring parties also 

agreed that all non-state security actors, including the SRF coalition fighting against 

Khartoum and alongside the SPLA, would be disarmed, demobilized or repatriated by the 

state actors they have been fighting for. In November 2015, Uganda completed its troop 

withdrawal, well behind the 45-day timetable established by the ARCSS. Ugandan forces 

have remained involved on the ground, including in the Equatorias to fight the LRA, as 

was permitted by the ARCSS, and by evacuating its citizens in July 2016.808 Meanwhile, 

elements of the allied rebel forces from Sudan never withdrew from South Sudan.809    

     A final security arrangement in the ARCSS involved the efforts to deploy regional 

troops, which faced issues of local consent and a lack of foreign engagement. At the 

conflict’s outset, the warring parties, as well as Ethiopia, shot down a proposed IGAD 

Protection and Defense Force (PDF).810 The UN Security Council instead increased the 

size of the UNMISS peacekeeping force from 7,000 to 13,000 troops. In August 2016, it 

was agreed that an additional 4,000 troops would be deployed as part of a Regional 

Protection Force (RPF) to stabilize Juba. President Kiir was forced to accept this, but 

succeeded in stalling the RPF’s deployment and few countries offered their troops.811 In 

September 2018, the IGAD heads of state decided that an RPF composed of over 1,600 

troops from five countries would be deployed to enhance security in South Sudan.812 
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     From 2016 to 2018, after the war had spread to the Equatorias and Western Behr el-

Ghazal, government forces waged a brutal campaign against a fragmented opposition. 

The R-ARCSS was effectively a negotiated surrender, with the Kiir regime coming out 

on top.813 Thereafter, the ceasefire continued to hold between the signatories to the R-

ARCSS, but inter-communal clashes persisted in Greater Bahr el-Ghazal, Lakes, Unity, 

Jonglei, Greater Upper Nile and Abyei.814 Under the R-ARCSS, a pre-transitional phase 

would allow the parties to decide on the number and location of cantonment sites before 

proceeding to the screening, training and reunification of armed groups.815 Pursuant to the 

plan laid down by the reestablished SDSRB, the national army was to be deployed by the 

end of the eight-month transitional period. A Joint Transitional Security Committee 

(JTSC) would set eligibility criteria for candidates to serve in the unified army and other 

security forces. Under the deal, the heads of each faction would remain as commanders-

in-chief of their respective forces until the end of the unification process.816  

     Having extended the pre-transitional period for a second time in November 2019, 

unresolved sticking points leading up to forming the transitional government in February 

2020 included the need to ensure Machar’s personal security and to jump-start the 

lagging cantonment and unification processes. After Kiir rebuffed the SPLM/A-IO’s 

request that UN peacekeepers provide security in Juba, Machar ultimately agreed to rely 

on a 3,000-strong protection force designed by the Kiir-led TGoNU.817 Under the R-
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ARCSS, combatants were to be registered and merged to form a national army of some 

83,000 soldiers. In anticipation of unification, thousands of Machar’s troops had amassed 

at designated training sites around Juba and elsewhere by February 2020. There were, 

however, reports of rival commanders refusing to assemble together and both sides had 

embarked on new recruitment campaigns in an effort to inflate their respective ranks.818  

     While political violence has largely subsided since 2018, inter-communal clashes 

continue to result in property being looted and civilians being injured or killed. Long-

standing conflicts that predate the civil war remain unresolved, particularly over the 

control of Wau and Malakal, two major cities.819 A ceasefire agreement, negotiated by 

the Rome-based Sant’Egidio movement, was reached in January 2020 between the 

Equatorian general Thomas Cirillo and other holdout parties from the South Sudan 

Opposition Alliance (SSOA). Formed in February 2018, the SSOA is a coalition of nine 

opposition political parties and armed groups that did not sign the September 2018 peace 

deal, but (some of its constituents) acceded to a revised peace deal seven months later.820 

Undermining the picture of an intact peace deal being held back by political dealings in 

Juba, this speaks to the deeply entrenched rivalries that have become embedded in many 

of South Sudan’s rural areas and the state’s inability to monopolize force.821 

     The GRSS never intended to remove its forces from urban centres and therefore left 

most of its troops in frontline positions. The main parties to the conflict all overstated the 

strength of their forces in order to cover up their military weakness and/or to maximize 
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their claims to later participation in the Necessary United Force (NUF). The mechanism 

responsible for monitoring the parties’ compliance with the agreement estimated that the 

SPLA (now named the South Sudan People’s Defence Force or SSPDF) had 90,000 

troops, the SPLA-IO had around 35,000 and SSOA had 1-5,000.822 As of March 2020, 

some 78,500 personnel had been registered at the cantonment sites, barracks and training 

centres. Meanwhile, over 45,000 troops had moved from cantonment sites to training 

centres in preparation for unification training, representing about half of the 83,000 figure 

planned for the NUF. Given the GRSS’s lack of cooperation, an imbalance persists in the 

number of government and opposition forces in the operations training centres.823   

 
6.1.3 Security Arrangements and South Sudan’s Civil War 

Peace process security arrangements have, on several occasions, been responsible for the 

triggers of violence in South Sudan. In December 2013, a skirmish between rival units 

within the presidential guard sparked the civil war and caused the army, which had been 

“integrated” under the 2005 CPA, to collapse.824 The International Crisis Group has 

argued that, by relying on Kiir and Machar’s forces to jointly securitize Juba, the 2015 

ARCSS’s security arrangement caused the peace deal to fall apart in July 2016.825 The 

violence that then spread to the Equatorias was also arguably a direct result of the 

malincentives of the peace process. Specifically, Machar funded a number of previously 

unaffiliated Equatorian rebel groups and then sought to integrate them into his army 
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through the cantonment process.826 The way that the security sector fragmented so 

rapidly and completely, however, suggests that the deeper causal factors emerge from the 

nascent nature of the state and that contests over power have yet to be resolved.827  

     From a realist perspective, the ability to achieve lasting peace depends on the ability to 

forge a consensus internally through a combination of brute force and popular consent. In 

the absence of a sovereign power and a monopoly of violence, sub-national identities are 

heighted, creating a security dilemma in which moves by one group (e.g. the Dinka-led 

state or Nuer-led opposition) to increase their security imperils the security of others.828 

The security arrangements associated with the liberal interventionist model focus on 

achieving peace in the immediate term and integrating the warring sides into a single 

national army. Such policies cannot, however, resolve the fundamental issues underlying 

the conflict and, at times, make matters worse. As such, the relative peace in South Sudan 

since 2018 is not the outcome of the R-ARCSS and is rather a consequence of the reality 

that the Kiir regime has effectively defeated the fragmented opposition militarily. 

     Owing to South Sudan’s political economy of extraversion, meaning the ability to 

access resources from external sources and redistribute them to clients, the main 

belligerents instrumentalized force cantonment and unification at every stage of the 

process. The GRSS understood the security arrangements as a means of integration, 

rather than unification, with the defeated opposition forces needing to become part of the 

SSPDF. The GRSS was invested in the failure of the cantonment process and this was 

achieved by depriving the transitional security mechanisms of funds that had been 
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pledged. The SPLA-IO, for its part, used cantonment to recruit new troops and 

reconstruct its military capacity in preparation for the next phase of the conflict. Most 

forces in the fragmented opposition were organized based on communitarian grounds that 

are largely separate from Machar’s ambition to attain power within the central state.829 

     As Nicki Kindersley and Oystein Rolandsen demonstrate, the violent crisis in South 

Sudan is not entirely or necessarily antithetical to organized systems of governance. Out 

of the multi-layered rebel movements operating in the country, makeshift systems of 

wartime governance have become increasingly institutionalized. After 2014, in Central 

Equatoria and other areas, the SPLM/A-IO insurgency and its constituent armed groups 

developed systems from established state institutions, political associations and personal 

vendettas. The escalation of violence in South Sudan after July 2016 was committed by a 

plethora of government security branches, rebel outfits and local protection groups. With 

the SPLM/A-IO ridden by infighting and government branches ceasing to operate in 

many areas as bureaucratic units or service providers, local systems of order have 

emerged that are difficult to distinguish between formal and rebel modes of governance. 

These power networks resemble personal fiefdoms that the army and security branches 

must compete with for dominance and the right to taxation/plunder.830  

     Therefore, as Lotje de Vries and Mareike Schomerus argue, civil war will not end in 

South Sudan because of an internationally mediated peace deal.831 In the past, peace 

process security arrangement have, at best, contained the violence and, other times, led to 
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breakdowns of stability. Internal factors, most notably the shifting balance of power been 

the relevant belligerents, are much more consequential to the outcomes. Violent conflict 

persists in the region because there exists no monopoly of force and state power is 

contested. Armed conflict in South Sudan is manifested in varied, multi-faceted and 

overlapping forms. These struggles reflect the tension between the SPLM/A-dominated 

government’s state-building objectives and the various forms of armed opposition/inter-

communal violence that have emerged as a consequence of state weakness, as well as in 

response to state repression. The lesson drawn from Tilly is that, out of these clashes 

between the state, NSAGs and society will emerge forms of wartime governance that, 

under the right conditions, can be harnessed to form the basis of effective institutions.   

 
Conclusion 

When responding to civil wars, the international community’s first concern is to devise 

security arrangements that can produce a cessation of hostilities in the immediate term 

and move the warring parties towards integrating into a single unified army. As it has 

been applied in South Sudan, the security arrangements associated with the liberal 

institutionalist model have also included maintaining a ceasefire, demilitarizing Juba and 

other cities, calling on foreign armies to leave, cantoning troops as a first step towards 

integration and deploying a regional protection force. As was demonstrated, the security 

measures written into the 2005, 2015 and 2018 peace deals have either not been 

implemented or had minimal tangible effect and, at times, arguably made matters worse.  

     More consequential than any actions taken by the international community, the ebbs 

and flows of conflict in South Sudan are driven by internal factors, as well as the military 

interventions of Uganda and Sudanese rebels. The intractability of South Sudan’s civil 
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war is explained by state weakness and the absence of a monopoly of violence. This has 

caused sub-national groups to enhance their military capabilities in response to a state 

that cannot ensure their security, is dominated by the Dinka ethnic group and most often 

is the direct cause of their insecurity. The absence of a sovereign power invited the 

neighbors and produced a Hobbesian struggle to gain power within the incipient state that 

is articulated along ethnic lines. This struggle is manifested outwardly by the presence of 

innumerable rebellions and community militias, along with the SPLM/A’s attempts to 

strike patron-client deals and to suppress its rivals through force. The presence of NSAGs 

is therefore symptomatic of state weakness and challenges the SPLM/A’s state-building 

efforts, but also potentially offers viable and legitimate forms of local governance. 

 

6.2 Including Non-State Armed Groups in the Mediation and the State 

A second security policy of the liberal institutionalist model involves efforts to integrate 

rebel groups and militias into the SPLA. As Christine Bell and Jan Pospisil write, for 

over a quarter of a century, “exclusion has been understood as one of the main drivers of 

conflict and fragility within states and inclusion understood as its main cure.”832 In this 

vein, Lisa Blaydes and Jennifer De Maio suggest that peacemakers should create 

inclusive peace processes in order to reduce the incentives for spoiler violence. From a 

liberal standpoint, it is assumed that negotiations between only some of the parties to a 

conflict, “is more likely to breed violence than inclusive peace negotiations where all 

relevant groups have a seat at the bargaining table.”833 Institutionalist approaches aim to 
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alter the behavior of NSAGs through bargaining to co-opt rebels and integrate them into 

the state through informal or formal power-sharing. Realist approaches, conversely, focus 

on the state eliminating and suppressing opposition rebels. This entails the application of 

force and use of power leverage to precipitate behavioral change.834  

     John Young has demonstrated how the exclusivity of the CPA peace process bred 

political violence throughout Sudan, causing a litany of groups to take up arms to force 

their interests onto the bargaining table. The lack of inclusive dialogue allowed a narrow 

set of elites in the north and the south to maximize their joint share of power, thus 

ignoring grievances in the periphery.835 While inclusion may be desirable in theory, 

however, “the politics of inclusion can also be a source of divisiveness and conflict.”836 

Denis Tull and Andreas Mehler argue that, if applied indiscriminately, inclusion sends a 

message to would-be insurrectionists that violence will be rewarded with access to power 

and resources. In this way, the push for inclusivity may lead to a proliferation of actors 

using rebellion as a bargaining tactic.837 In South Sudan, given the deficit of empirical 

statehood, the politics of inclusion and exclusion have been equally volatile.  

     Liberal scholars commonly argue that the failures in South Sudan are largely 

explained by mistakes in the formulation and application of the liberal model, mainly a 

lack of inclusion within the peace process, rather than prevailing structural factors in 

South Sudan and within the international state system.838 A further assumption is that 

states can be built in the absence of conflict and that the most powerful warring actors 
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must be included in the political process.839 Insurgent groups are conventionally viewed 

as violence entrepreneurs who fight against the state and engage in selective or 

indiscriminate violence against civilians. These principles are difficult to square with the 

reality that state-building activities must be implemented against the interests of dissident 

groups and that “inclusion” is merely an extension of the patrimonial system. A 

conceptualization of rebel governance must include the spectrum of rebel activities that 

are functionally equivalent to state formation, including forming a political organization, 

extracting capital through taxation and redistributing it by providing public goods.840    

     As will be demonstrated, the nascent state’s efforts to accommodate, exclude or 

eliminate rebel groups in South Sudan have all resulted in heightened conflict. The 2005 

CPA recognized the existence of only two parties, the NCP in Khartoum and SPLM/A in 

Juba, an exclusive approach the fuelled rebellions throughout the region. Thereafter, with 

the international community’s implicit approval, President Kiir initiated his “Big Tent” of 

military inclusion from 2005 to 2011. This approach produced relative stability for a 

time, but ultimately broke down when the money dried up amid the oil shutdown from 

January 2012 to April 2013. By encouraging the SPLM/A to pursue inclusion in this way, 

the international community was tacitly accepting reliance on the patrimonial system to 

maintain stability, despite contradictory admonishments about government corruption.  

     Within the 2015 ARCSS, the mediators again recognized only two warring parties, the 

government (SPLM-Juba) and the opposition (SPLM/A-IO). Efforts to include other 

armed groups subsequently took place through the force cantonment process, a move that 

led to a wave of rebel groups forming in the Equatorias and in Greater Bahr el-Ghazal. 
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The 2018 R-ARCSS was negotiated by a wider diversity of armed groups, including the 

SSOA coalition, but was also marred by inside and outside spoilers. If inclusion and 

exclusion are both associated with heightened conflict, this indicates that deeper causal 

factors emerge from the incipient nature of the state. No matter what is agreed at the 

mediating table, politics in South Sudan is driven by the use of violence and patron-client 

bargaining to obtain power. The failure to implement a liberal model stems from the 

reality that states are forged through contests within society over long periods of time.  

 

6.2.1 The 2005 CPA and Military Inclusion 

During the peace talks that produced the 2005 CPA, the mediators focused on the macro-

political divisions between the NCP in Khartoum and the SPLM/A in Juba. The peace 

deal’s security arrangements stated that there were only two military forces operating in 

the south. This assertion was contradicted by the fact that the agreement also stated that 

all OAGs needed to be absorbed into either the SAF or the SPLA within a year of the 

CPA’s signing.841 Khaled Mustafa Medani has argued that, by overlooking grievances 

beyond the north-south axis of the conflict, the CPA mediation precipitated rebellions in 

the western region of Darfur, in the eastern states of Kassala and Red Sea Hills, as well as 

the “Three Areas” of Blue Nile, South Kordofan and Abyei. Meanwhile, the CPA did not 

recognize the existence of powerful OAGs like the SSDF in the south.842  

     Blaydes and De Maio argue that the exclusive mediation incentivized rebellion and 

caused previously stable regions to engage in violence as a means of being included at 
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the bargaining table.843 By only emphasizing the north-south dynamic of the conflict, the 

CPA lacked provisions for intra-south peace. After the NCP and SPLM/A signed the 

Machakos Protocol in 2002, violence between the SPLA and its rivals in the south 

increased.844 The SSDF, an umbrella group of anti-SPLA forces sponsored by Khartoum, 

was a powerful military force that controlled a large amount of territory in Greater Upper 

Nile. Under the CPA, the SSDF was not explicitly mentioned by name and was assumed 

to operate at the behest of Khartoum. The 2006 Juba Declaration was President Kiir’s 

attempt to integrate the SSDF into the southern army and government.845 

     Khartoum formed and supported a variety of ethnic militias during the north-south 

conflict as part of its strategy to fight the SPLA by proxy. The same was true of the 

SPLM/A, which created its own militias in response to southern resistance groups 

fighting against its agenda.846 These included the ethnically Nuer White Army militias, 

and their Dinka counterparts, the Gelweng youth cattle defense groups. It was assumed 

that the estimated 30 OAGs operating in southern Sudan were indirectly included in the 

negotiations through their nominal affiliation to either the NCP or the SPLM/A.847 To 

justify this approach, chief mediator Lazerus Sumbeiywo argued that “it would have been 

impossible to negotiate with all of Sudan’s different armed groups at the same time.”848 

     According to Young, by overlooking the multi-layered nature of the war, the exclusive 

approach to the peace process entrenched the dominance of the centre, “aggravating its 
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imbalance with the periphery and preventing an inclusive approach to peace-building.”849 

Given the region’s complexity and the impossibility of devising a peace deal that can 

satisfy every warring group, Oystein Rolandsen has questioned such analyses and the 

feasibility of pursuing absolute peace process inclusivity.850 Although power and 

resources certainly were centralized in Khartoum, it is equally true that the conflicts 

reflected the Sudanese regime’s inability to control the periphery. This forced groups like 

the SPLM/A, through their experience of war and in an effort to secure the consent of the 

population, to begin forming the initial institutional germinations of a state in pockets of 

the south. Given their overall weakness, these nascent institutional structures also faced 

constant challenges from rival military outfits, typically defined along ethnic lines.  

     The CPA’s interim period demonstrated that inclusion is also prone to conflict. The 

CPA mandated that all OAGs in the north and the south be integrated into either the SAF 

or SPLA. The Kiir regime proceeded to use the south’s oil money to effectively buy off 

its opponents to widen the president’s patrimonial net and offset Khartoum’s financing of 

the SPLA’s southern rivals. Given that the threat or use of violence was rewarded by the 

nascent state, violence was used as a tool throughout the CPA period to gain leverage 

within the SPLM/A. While some of these revolts were rooted in substantive 

communitarian disagreements with Juba (e.g. Shilluk revolts against their marginalization 

in the politics of Upper Nile), others, such as Peter Gadet, rebelled and then rejoined the 

SPLA after being bought off with the promise of a high rank in the army.851 
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     This process of inclusion through military integration was driven by the weak central 

regime’s efforts to maintain its power by engaging in rentier relationships. Resources 

were reallocated to potential violence entrepreneurs, a strategy that achieved stability in 

the short-term, but undermined the army as a coherent institution. As the SPLA 

continually absorbed more forces, “it simply became the totality of the security sector in 

South Sudan, as it had been in 2005: a warring set of militia forces enclosed within the 

army, rather than standing in opposition to it.852 The SPLM’s decision to shut off the oil 

taps amid a dispute with Khartoum from January 2012 to April 2013 caused the financial 

basis for this system to bottom out. De Waal has shown how this shock to the patrimonial 

system was the event that directly caused the civil war to erupt in late 2013.853  

 
6.2.2 Military Inclusion and the 2015 ARCSS and 2018 R-ARCSS  

The mediators who produced the 2015 ARCSS again operated under the false pretense 

that there existed only two unified forces fighting in South Sudan: the government and 

the rebels. The International Crisis Group argued that the IGAD-led mediation for South 

Sudan should have engaged with independent or nominally aligned actors and expanded 

its strategy to address the south’s multilayered conflicts.854 Given the complexity of 

pursuing absolute inclusivity, however, IGAD did not substantively engage with the 

majority of military actors operating in South Sudan. Over two-dozen armed entities were 

active in the country during the initial stages of the civil war that either operated 

independently or were nominally aligned to Kiir or Machar.855 Under the ARCSS, all 
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other parties to the conflict had to be pushed into the SPLA or SPLA-IO. This 

necessitated processes of alliance building or further violence, as the government in 

particular felt emboldened to attack actors that remained outside of the peace deal.856 

     The SPLA-IO rebels in particular included a number of loosely affiliated generals. 

Most notably, the late General Gadet was a warlord who switched sides on multiple 

occasions during the 1983-2005 north-south war. Gadet was never part of a unified rebel 

chain of command and was always basically free agent who was “fighting against the 

government and broadly allied with notional rebel leader Riek Machar, but certainly 

not… taking orders from him.”857 This led to a series of defections by Gadet, Gathoth 

Gatkuoth, Gabriel Tanginye and others after the peace deal was signed in August 2015. 

These generals denounced Machar as their leader after the ARCSS did not address their 

primary objectives, which included unseating Kiir and pursuing criminal accountability. 

A further split in the SPLM/A-IO, between factions loyal to Machar and Taban Deng 

Gai, occurred following the renewal of all-out conflict in July 2016.858  

     In addition, South Sudan’s war has led to the proliferation of community-based militia 

groups. Such militias are important actors in the conflict, but were not explicitly part of 

the ARCSS. Government-aligned militias include the ethnically Dinka Gelweng 

pastoralist youth cattle guards and anti-Khartoum rebel groups from Sudan.859 On the 

rebel’s side, the White Army is a combination of defense groups representing Nuer 
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various communities in Greater Upper Nile.860 Numbering in the tens of thousands, the 

motivations of White Army militiamen lay in avenging the their kinsmen and removing 

Kiir from power, rather than securing Machar’s political future.861 While the SPLA-IO 

attempted to train and control these forces, they tended to fight in parallel and under 

different command structures. The fragile balance between White Army units, SPLA-IO 

commanders and Nuer politicians often fell apart, leading to significant infighting.862  

     The trajectory of conflict in Jonglei state clearly illustrates the nationwide trend of 

intra- and inter-communal violence that is tied to, but fundamentally distinct from, 

national disputes. Tensions between Jonglei’s three largest ethnic groups, the Dinka, 

Nuer and Murle, intensified in 2009, while the 2010 elections and a 2012 disarmament 

campaign sparked further rebellions. Pro-government forces in Jonglei include the SPLA 

and Greater Bor Dinka. Anti-government forces include the, now divided, SPLA-IO, 

along with the Lou Nuer and Gawaar Nuer White Armies. Meanwhile, the Murle South 

Sudan Democratic Army-Cobra Faction (SSDA-CF) was formed in the wake of its leader 

David Yau Yau’s failed election bid in 2010. Its rallying cry was to halt the SPLA’s 

abusive disarmament campaign and to defend Murleland against the Lou Nuer.863 The 

Greater Pibor Administrative Area (GPAA) was established in the Pibor region of Jonglei 

in May 2014, after Yau Yau used his position to negotiate a form of self-rule.864 

																																																								
860 Juba-Based Observer, “The Military Dynamics of South Sudan’s Civil War,” (2014): 2-3.  

861 The White Army militias are built upon traditional Nuer community structures that emerged as a major fighting force during the 

1983-2005 North-South war. The SPLA’s violent disarmament campaigns in 2006 effectively destroyed the White Army for a period, 

until they were reformed in 2009; International Crisis Group, “We Have Always Been at War,” (2014): 16. 

862 Matthew LeRiche, “South Sudan: Not Just another War and another Peace in Africa,” African Arguments, January 28, 2014; 

africanarguments.org/2014/01/28/south-sudan-not-just-another-war-and-another-peace-in-africa-by-matthew-le-riche/  
863 International Crisis Group, “We Have Always Been at War,” (2014): 1-20. 

864 Ramsey Beck, “South Sudan: Beyond the Ceasefire,” Rift Valley Institute (2015): 1-6. 



	

	 252	

     The exclusive nature of the peace talks also left unaddressed the interests of regions 

that had not yet engaged in the fighting. The Equatorias initially weathered the civil war 

with minimal violence. Tensions were, however, building between agriculturalists and an 

influx of mostly Dinka pastoralists, as well as between local communities and the 

predominately Dinka SPLA presence in their territories. After the ARCSS was signed in 

2015, armed rebellion took hold in eight of Equatoria’s 23 counties.865 As the permanent 

ceasefire took hold in Greater Upper Nile, the SPLA-IO began manipulating political and 

economic grievances in the Equatorias by supporting a proliferation of armed rebellions. 

This turned what had been local uprisings into full-scale rebellions, prompting retaliation 

from Juba. The lesson learned from this episode was that when the mediators opened up 

the peace process to more actors, everyone tried to form a rebel group. This was a direct 

way in which trying to be more inclusive created more problems on the ground.866  

     After 2016, Juba was securitized, but ethnic violence persisted elsewhere. At that 

time, the civil war mutated into a fragmented conflict with dozens of armed groups and 

over 40 militias involved.867 Government forces executed large-scale campaigns in Upper 

Nile, Unity, Western Bahr el-Ghazal and Jonglei, as well as in Greater Equatoria. The 

armed opposition became a “multi-faceted amalgam of forces encompassing dissident 

groups with diverse grievances, aims and approaches to the war.”868 When the peace 

process was revitalized in 2017, Aly Verjee argued that if the mediators did not include 

both signatories and non-signatories to the ARCSS that “any ceasefire arrangements 
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reached would be insufficiently inclusive of those fighting on the ground, would have 

limited legitimacy, and could not be expected to hold or… mitigate violence.”869  

     During the peace talks in Khartoum that produced the 2018 R-ARCSS, all political 

parties were invited to the table, except for the South Sudan United Front/Army 

(SSUF/A), on the pretext that its leader, Paul Malong, was on the sanctions list.870 

However, not everyone fighting was involved in the process and not everyone who 

signed the deal was fully representative of their own parties.871 After Kiir, Taban Deng, 

Machar and the Former Detainees signed the R-ARCSS, several members the SSOA 

rejected the peace deal, causing the opposition umbrella group to split into signatory and 

non-signatory factions.872 The two most prominent holdouts were Malong and Cirilo. 

Once the highest-ranking Equatorian in the SPLA, Cirilo defected in February 2017 and 

formed the National Salvation Front (NAS). After Kiir sacked Malong as SPLA Chief of 

Staff in May 2017, he began leading an opposition movement in exile from Nairobi.873 In 

August 2019, the SSOA’s three non-signatory factions, including those led by Cirillo and 

Malong, merged to form the South Sudan Opposition Movements/Alliance (SSOM/A).874 
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     The GRSS referred to holdout forces as “bandits” and rebels. While these groups were 

outside of the scope of the ARCSS ceasefire and thus effectively invisible from the 

perspective of the peace deal, the R-ARCSS broadened the number of parties to the 

agreement to include the SSOA and others. The basic logic of participation, that armed 

actors are the dominant forces in the agreement, remained the same.875 Thereafter, the 

IGAD Council of Ministers enabled the holdout groups to join in the peace process. 

Building on the efforts of the IGAD Special Envoys, an initiative of Sant-Egidio in Rome 

hosted meetings between the SSOA and the GRSS that resulted in the Rome Resolution 

being signed in February 2020. Under this resolution, the parties to the talks agreed to a 

cessation of hostilities and committed to engage in further dialogue. The resolution also 

provided for SSOA representation in the peace deal’s ceasefire monitoring mechanism.876  

 

6.4.4 The Inclusion Dilemma in South Sudan 

If both inclusion and exclusion are prone to instability, this indicates that the root causes 

of the conflict run much deeper. Most fundamentally, the persistence of conflict in South 

Sudan and the inability to implement a liberal reform agenda are explained by the 

incipient nature of the state. Under these conditions, a peace deal may succeed in 

temporarily resolving the national level conflict between Kiir and Machar, but achieving 

lasting peace will be a much longer process. Given its nascent form, building up the state 

involves the Kiir regime using the two primary tools at its disposal to sustain its power: 

violent repression and patron-client bargaining. Opposition rebels and local militias, in 
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protecting their communities, resisting state repression and forming local institutions, 

equally play a role in the give-and-take involved in forming empirical state institutions.  

     Despite these harsh realities, the liberal model is built on the assumption that states 

can be built in the absence of violent conflict and that corruption (i.e. patrimonialism) is 

the main impediment to forming democratic institutions.877 This overlooks the insights 

from Elias, Olson and Tilly that state formation is a sequential process. The first stage of 

forming a state involves the process of consolidating power and establishing a monopoly 

of violence in the hands of state actors. Until this has been accomplished, efforts by 

external actors to achieve a lasting peace and build democratic institutions will be largely 

ineffective. Although there is a role for the international community to play in protecting 

innocents, the process of state consolidation will primarily be driven by internal forces, 

through conflicts between the state, NSAGs and society. While foreign state-builders 

have tacitly accepted the need to rely on the patrimonial system (i.e. “inclusion”) to 

maintain stability in the immediate term, the continued admonishments about government 

corruption do not take into account the pressures that make these practices necessary.   

     A foundational tenet of the liberal model is therefore that “state-building fails where 

efforts do not expand beyond the inclusion of relevant elites.”878 That the mediators 

reproduced this exclusive model in the 2015 ARCSS, despite previous failures under the 

2005 CPA, demonstrates the impossibility of simultaneously addressing every conflict in 

South Sudan. Efforts to broaden the negotiating table when mediating the 2018 R-

ARCSS were welcomed by many, but ultimately faced a number of the same problems, 
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including spoiler violence and a lack of implementation. The fighting remains a volatile 

mix of local inter- and intra-ethnic conflicts that are affected by political maneuverings at 

the national level but play out on a local stage. Those implicated are drawn from political 

factions with divergent agendas and the lines of command are blurred or non-existent.879  

     It is impossible for any peace deal, no matter how well crafted, to resolve these 

divisions and overcome the vacuum of power. The question is whether these “spoilers” 

should be ignored, accommodated or eliminated. There is no one answer, “and it may be 

all three.”880 Not all rebel leaders are the same and there is no one-size-fits-all policy to 

dealing with them. The liberal institutionalist model attempts to integrate military actors 

into the state and to disband others, two state-building activities that are expected to take 

place in the absence of violence and corruption. These are unrealistic and contradictory 

expectations that overlook the reality of how states have been formed in the past. This is 

particularly the case South Sudan where societal contests over power have not been 

resolved, demonstrated by the persistence of widespread inter- and intra-ethnic conflicts. 

 

Conclusion 

Although an exclusive peace deal is unlikely to satisfy every warring faction, absolute 

inclusion may incite others to take up arms and will assuredly produce a maladjusted 

security sector. An exclusive peace process may avoid sending the message that initiating 

fighting is necessary to gain influence, but in South Sudan this exclusive approach has 

also produced many spoiler groups. This policy dilemma reveals the limitations of the 

literature focused on resolving civil wars through inclusion and points to a deeper causal 
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explanation for South Sudan’s intractable conflicts that is tied to the incipient nature of 

the state. Even if political elites come to terms, there will always be disaffected groups. 

No individual forum can comprehensively address every security issue and satisfy the, 

typically contradictory, interests of each government and opposition aligned group. 

Regardless of how inclusive or exclusive an approach the mediators take, state 

consolidation will not come through international mediation and is instead a long-term 

process that involves local actors striking deals and struggling to consolidate their power.  

 

6.3 Security Sector Reform (SSR) 

A third liberal institutionalist policy in the security domain that has been applied in South 

Sudan is Security Sector Reform (SSR). SSR seeks to curb or control the powers of the 

state by promoting rule of law, good governance and democratic oversight. Concrete 

policies focus on downsizing the number of security forces, lowering expenditures, 

reforming financial mechanisms, professionalizing state security services and 

establishing processes of democratic oversight.881 As this section will demonstrate, owing 

to persistent instability and fragmented territorial control, it is currently not feasible to 

implement such policies in South Sudan. This is explained by the fact that SSR-related 

policies run contrary to the efforts by the SPLM/A, its allies, and the armed groups that 

oppose it to increase their military power, to enhance the security of their respective 

communities and to gain access to state resources by negotiating patron-client bargains.  

     As evidence of this point, the failure to downsize the military and reduce security 

spending is explained by the SPLM/A’s constant need to deal with challengers to its 
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power. In the absence of a monopoly of violence, the nascent state realistically only has 

two options when dealing with its rivals: to eliminate them militarily or to integrate them. 

The liberal institutionalist model is, however, premised on the notion that states must be 

built in the absence of conflict and that the prevalence of corruption (i.e. patron-client 

bargaining) largely explains the weakness of state institutions.882 In fact, the need for 

local actors to engage in violence or patron-client bargaining and the army’s deeply 

factional nature are symptoms of the fact that South Sudan is presently mired in an 

incipient stage of state formation that is described by Elias, Olson and Tilly. In such a 

context, external actors writing a set of SSR-related provisions into a peace deal cannot 

stand-in for or replace the long and arduous process that defines the formation of states. 

     This analysis highlights the contradictions present in the international community’s 

attempts to simultaneously build up, divide and limit the power of the state. In fragile 

states, the centralized government is characterized by its limited ability to project power 

and authority across the territory ostensibly under its control. Rather than being empirical 

states in the Weberian sense of the word, they are instead “hybrid orders” where authority 

is exercised by a multitude of actors, sometimes supporting the state and other times 

challenging it.883 The inability to implement SSR in South Sudan reflects the fact that 

liberal interventionists are trying to limit the power of the state in a context where it has 

yet to be fully established. Contrary to the core policies of SSR, insecurity and power 

interests compel every community to increase the size of their forces, to spend on 

armaments and to turn away from efforts to place democratic constraints on their actions.  
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6.3.1 How Civil War Undermines the Ability to Implement SSR Policies 

Decades of civil war in South Sudan have undermined the incipient state’s ability to 

downsize the security sector. Challenges to the SPLM/A’s power have led to continuous 

government recruitment campaigns. After the CPA was signed in 2005, Khartoum 

attempted to destabilize the Kiir regime by funding its southern opponents, including the 

SSDF umbrella group. Since independence in 2011, intra-south conflict has been defined 

by violent bargaining between the SPLM/A-dominated state and armed factions within 

many of the non-Dinka communities. The constant need to strike patron-client deals has 

inflated the ranks within the security sector. This system of military patronage is 

employed by Kiir to maintain stability and consolidate his power, but also necessitates 

massive amounts of spending within the security sector, leaving little for development.     

     For state, rebel and local elites, the intractable nature of conflict in South Sudan makes 

the idea of downsizing the SPLA unfathomable. When civil war erupted in 2013, the Kiir 

regime enlisted the support of various militia forces, including the Maban Defense Force 

in Upper Nile and the SRF from the north. The conflict produced a fragmented 

opposition composed of numerous loosely affiliated or non-aligned generals and militias. 

A number of generals within Machar’s SPLA-IO coalition followed personal ambitions 

over directives from the rebel leader. The size of the White Army in Greater Upper Nile 

alone has been estimated at between 50,000 and 80,000 soldiers. Rural defense forces 

also emerged within Dinka, Murle, Shilluk and “Equatorian” communities.884  

     According to the 2014-2015 budget, South Sudan has a total security force of around 

240,000. This far eclipses the target of 98,000-120,000 that the government referenced as 
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the desired force size in the SPLA’s 2011 transformation strategy. Thousands of “ghost 

soldiers” were added to the SPLA payroll during waves of integration following Kiir’s 

2006 Juba Declaration. This was done by senior-level administrators looking to justify 

the high military budget allotment and through military integration, when artificially high 

force sizes were added into the army.885 The SPLA will continue to grow because the 

2015 and 2018 peace deals again sought to integrate rebel and militia groups into the 

army. An example of the type of patron-client bargains that are reached outside of a 

peace deal, in 2016 Kiir bought off David Yau Yau’s rebel army and granted its Murle 

constituents a separate administrative status in Jonglei’s Pibor County.886 

     Internal power imperatives have also undermined the ability to reduce and redirect 

military expenditure to more productive sectors. Government efforts to integrate rebels 

and reward allies by appointing them to lucrative senior or symbolic posts have 

consumed a large proportion of the government’s budget since 2005. The SPLM/A has 

continually expanded the already fiscally unsustainable army, while tacitly delegating the 

delivery of services to the NGO and aid sector. Security institutions consume most of the 

national budget while delivering little in the way of conventional services like policing 

and territorial defense.887 For example, in 2014-2015, 4.378 billion SSP (39% of the 

overall budget) was allocated to government salaries, including soldiers serving in the 
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SPLA and other security forces. This was followed by the security sector and military 

spending, which accounted for 3.13 billion SSP, or 35%, of the budget.888  

     Kiir’s reluctance to downsize the military and cut security spending reflects the fact 

that doing so would undermine the stability of his regime, given that the SPLA has 

historically been the primary avenue to govern patron-client relations. Achieving stability 

requires that every rebel and militia faction be disbanded, either peacefully or by force, or 

be integrated into the SPLA. The Kiir regime faces countervailing imperatives in its 

attempts to downsize the security sector. Beyond the broader civil war, South Sudanese 

politics are defined by constant low intensity warfare and inter-ethnic violence. President 

Kiir has historically used the security sector to end rebellions by integrating rebel fighters 

into the SPLA and promoting their leaders. Governing elites must therefore balance the 

pressure to reform the security sector in line with international best practices and the need 

to manage an environment defined by divided military loyalties.889  

     A final consequence of the war, the challenge of integrating multiple groups makes it 

difficult to transform the SPLA from a guerilla force into a professionalized army that is 

governed by processes of democratic oversight. The need absorb armed groups has 

inflated the SPLA’s ranks, causing weakened military discipline and internal divisions.890 

As a result, the army is an “amalgamation of previously warring factions, with no 

institutional culture or common ethos to which all soldiers subscribe.”891 Although 

professionalization and democratic oversight are laudable objectives in theory, the policy 
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goals of the SSR agenda run counter to the interests of warring elites and the logic of 

power that drives a process of state formation, particularly in its formative stage.  

 

6.3.2 SSR Policies in the 2015 ARCSS and 2018 R-ARCSS Peace Deals 

The 2015 ARCSS called for a holistic Strategic Defense and Security Review Board 

(SDSRB) to be formed during the pre-transition period. The peace deal mandated that a 

Strategic Security Assessment be conducted of all state, state-aligned and non-state 

armed groups. A security policy framework would then clarify the responsibilities of 

different bodies and agencies in responding to these security challenges. Finally, a 

revised defense policy would outline a vision for reform of the national army and other 

organized forces. Making use of previous documents, such as the Strategic Security 

Assessment, Security Policy Framework and Revised Defense Policy, this assessment is 

meant to inform the overall requirements of the state’s security forces. 

     The security policy framework is meant to clarify the responsibilities of different 

agencies in responding to South Sudan’s security challenges. This includes reforms to the 

command, function, size, policies, composition and budget of the national army and 

security forces. The findings of the SDSRB must be put into a report that will be 

submitted to the country’s political leaders for evaluation. The peace deal states that a 

White Paper on Defense and a Roadmap for Security Sector Transformation must then be 

produced. This revised defense policy will outline a vision for the unification and 

modernization of the national army. Implementation of these findings would be referred 
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to the executive for approval by the political leadership of the country. As per the 

ARCSS, the full SSR process was expected to take place within 18 months.892 

     Thereafter, the implementation of SSR-related policies was inhibited by the warring 

parties’ intransigence and a lack of unity on both sides.893 The SSR policies within the 

2018 R-ARCSS essentially re-state the plan laid out in the ARCSS. In addition, the 

warring parties agreed to train a new security sector made up of 300,000 forces at a cost 

of over $200 million. The revitalized peace deal increased the number of opposition 

groups eligible for cantonment beyond Machar’s SPLA-IO to include all of the 

“additional” opposition signatories (most notably, the SSOA coalition). These groups do 

not have a significant number of troops and began recruiting to fill their slots. To contend 

with the fragmented opposition, the government launched its own conscription drive in 

President Kiir’s homeland and stronghold, the former Warrap state.894  

     The R-ARCSS also mandated the National Assembly to reform the structure, policies 

and procedures of the National Security Service (NSS), along with other security organs. 

Since 2013, the Kiir regime has been using the NSS to organize ethnically structured 

militias, rather than vesting power and resources in the national army. The 2015 NSS Act 

granted the agency broad powers of surveillance, arrest, detention, search and seizure, 

while providing NSS officers with legal immunity. In January 2019, the constitutional 

review commission submitted proposed amendments to the NSS Act to the Justice 

Ministry for deliberations, before it was to be presented to the National Assembly. The 

proposed changes would limit the agency’s powers of arrest and criminalize torture, but 
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largely retain its surveillance powers. Despite these efforts, the NSS ramped up its 

repression of dissidents in the lead up to the TGoNU being formed in February 2020.895  

     The normative liberal institutionalist underpinnings of the SSR model written into the 

R-ARCSS hold that the army should be sized “appropriately” in relation to the country’s 

population. The belligerent parties agreed in August 2019 that the Necessary United 

Force (NUF), including all branches of the armed forces, would be composed of 83,000 

members, with 29,000 of those forces composing the national army. Under this deal, the 

combined army would be two divisions and four brigades, with fourteen senior staff 

officers. This “slimming down” of the army will certainly never be attempted, as it would 

be politically disastrous and inevitably cause further conflict. Many troops and ranked 

officers left outside of such an army would certainly rebel to force their way back in.896 

     In practice, the belligerent parties have instrumentalized the SSR process and have 

made little progress on producing a national army. In the wake of a series of 

SPLA/SSPDF military victories from 2016 to 2018, the SPLA-IO has been recruiting and 

attempting to reconstruct its forces. The government has used SSR as a means to 

strengthen its authority over the disparate armed elements that make up the opposition. 

During the CPA-era, the SPLM/A diverted external resources from oil and international 

donors, using them to pacify competing military commanders. South Sudan no longer 

enjoys an equivalent external resource base and current funds cannot sustain the armed 

forces as they currently exist. This time around, the SPLM/A can only make promises of 

																																																								
895 Human Rights Watch, “South Sudan: Reform Abusive Security Agency,” HRW, February 19, 2020; 

hrw.org/news/2020/02/19/south-sudan-reform-abusive-security-agency 

896 Craze, “The Politics of Numbers: On Security Sector Reform in South Sudan, 2005-2020,” (2020): 48. 



	

	 265	

future wages and inflated ranks. If there remains little donor appetite to fund SSR, Kiir’s 

pyramid scheme is likely to collapse under the weight of broken promises.897 

 

6.3.3 Explaining the Inability to the Implement an SSR Agenda in South Sudan  

The ability to implement an SSR agenda in South Sudan is impeded by a number of 

factors. First, the ability to implement SSR policies has been undermined by the fact that 

the SPLM/A has never controlled the entirety of the territory ostensibly under its control. 

The nascent state is therefore continually engaged in a struggle to sustain its power by 

either eliminating or integrating rebel and militia groups into its security forces.898 During 

the CPA’s interim period, the SPLA lacked the capacity to enforce its dominance in the 

south or to deter the north should Khartoum seek to undermine secession. President Kiir’s 

principal instrument to create stability involved granting rebel leaders amnesty and 

accommodating them with posts in the government and army.899 Most notably, the 2006 

Juba Declaration, which led to an estimated 50,000 SSDF soldiers being integrated into 

the SPLA, greatly undermined the ability to successfully pursue an SSR agenda.900 

     Numerous rebellions and defections to Khartoum emerged following the April 2010 

elections and intensified after the 2011 referendum. The leaders of these rebellions 

included breakaway officers from the core of the SPLA, like former Deputy Chief of 

Staff George Athor, and former militia leaders with a history of frequently changing 

alliances, such as Gadet and Yau Yau. In response, the Juba Declaration was followed by 
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a host of minor rent-seeking settlements that allowed OAGs to join the SPLA and their 

political leaders to enter the SPLM.901 While there were around 20 armed groups 

operating in the country when the CPA was signed in 2005, following a series of 

amnesties issues by President Kiir in 2010 and 2011, by December 2013 this number had 

been reduced to fewer than five.902 The outcome of this process was that military leaders 

were promoted, “but rank-and-file troops were not absorbed into other units.”903   

     This strategy of accommodation led to a process of absorption rather than integration 

of various militias without a clear vision of how to construct a national army, causing the 

SPLA to become a loose structure composed of rival fiefdoms.904 A lack of trust between 

senior commanders led to their continued dependence on ethnically recruited forces. This 

“Big Tent” approach made it difficult to maintain a disciplined army, since most 

integrated militiamen remained loyal to their rebel commanders instead of the SPLA’s 

central command structure.905 For instance, the “Tiger Battalion” refers to a unit in the 

Presidential Guard established in 2013 that drew on SPLA funds while reporting directly 

to Kiir, meaning that it operated like a private army.906 Integration therefore turned the 

ballooning SPLA into a fractious and combustible confederation of ethnic militias whose 

only common connection was that they drew finances from the same source.907  
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     In the wake of the SPLM’s oil shutdown in 2012, “the underlying deficiencies of 

South Sudan’s military patronage system as a governance structure were laid bare.”908 

Kiir responded by pushing political opponents out of the SPLM and dismissing a number 

of stalwart SPLA officers.909 When Machar formed the SPLA-IO in December 2013, the 

SPLA lost nearly all control over the three northern states. Most of those defecting, 

including troops loyal to Gadet in Jonglei and James Koang in Unity state, were former 

militias that had been “integrated” into the SPLA.910 As this episode demonstrates, peace-

makers must grapple with the contradictory goals of inclusion and force down-sizing. 

While mass integration undermines core aspects of an SSR agenda and requires the 

government to strike a series of patron-client deals (i.e. “corruption”), the only alternative 

to dealing with rival groups is elimination (i.e. violence), two propositions that are 

undesirable in the context of the international community’s democratic reform agenda. 

     Second, the ability to implement SSR policies in South Sudan is further complicated 

by the nature of the African state, which permanently encloses rival ethnic groups into a 

fixed territorial unit. This contemporary reality creates a security dilemma that forces 

rival groups to struggle for power over the central state, largely out of fear that another 

group will do so at their expense. In relation to SSR, this is manifested in the inability to 

create a single unified army and persistent issues over the SPLA’s ethnic composition. 

Owing to splits that emerged during the bitter internecine history of the liberation 

struggle, a strong ethnic divide emerged between the SPLA, which had a predominately 

Dinka senior officer corps, and the SSDF, which had a primarily Nuer base. Although 
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Kiir’s blanket amnesty in 2006 addressed the military threat posed by militia groups, it 

increased the size of the SPLA and reconfigured its ethnic composition.911  

     Given that most militiamen were Nuer, the balance of power in the army was tilted. 

The Nuer came to account for 55-60% of the SPLA’s soldiers, despite making up 16% of 

South Sudan’s population.912 Prior to this move, the SPLA was made up mainly of 

soldiers and officers from the Dinka, the country’s largest ethnic group, representing 35% 

of the population.913 The SPLA, as the largest reservoir of patronage, represents a key 

battleground among ethnic rivals. This rearrangement in the SPLA’s constituency 

therefore exacerbated issues of ethnicity in the army. The balance within the SPLA 

shifted once more in early 2014, after the majority of the army defected and formed the 

SPLA-IO coalition. As of April 2020, military unification has yet to take place. Efforts to 

downsize and reform the security sector are therefore compounded by the fact that the 

SPLA is again a predominately Dinka force, while most rebels are Nuer.914 

     Amid the civil war, many other communities have been forced to form protection 

forces that commonly articulate their goals along ethnic lines. Some of these militia 

groups have been instrumentalized by the government (e.g. the Padang Dinka in Upper 

Nile) or have struck a nominal deal with Machar’s SPLA-IO (e.g. the Agwelek division 

of Shilluk fighters). Many of these militias are not simply proxy forces, however, but 

emerged organically as genuine community responses to insecurity. Joshua Craze writes 

that current SSR processes are guided by a normative vision that mistakenly portrays the 
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national armed forces as being the sole executors of legitimate violence in the country.915 

Such analyses correctly identify the flaws in the liberal institutionalist model of SSR, but 

overstate both its role in causing the violence in South Sudan and the ability of external 

actors to formulate alternative policy frameworks that can overcome these deficiencies.  

     Finally, the inability to implement SSR is explained by a divergence between the core 

principles of SSR and the interests of local elites, who must compete for power within a 

complex and dynamic system of rebel governance. The CPA, ARCSS and R-ARCSS all 

set out what Craze calls a “processual, model-based approach” to SSR premised on the 

normative assumptions of liberal institutionalism. In South Sudan, SSR aims to 

“transform the SPLA from a loose guerilla force into an affordable, professional, 

disciplined armed force operating under emerging democratic civil control.”916 Under this 

model, the army’s main purpose is to defend the country against external threats and its 

size is a question of military rather than political judgment. In actuality, the dominant 

political economy in South Sudan is based on extraction or predation and the reallocation 

of resources from the government to commanders, who often organize their forces on the 

basis of communitarian loyalties and must be placated to prevent them from rebelling. 917 

     The CPA years were defined by large foreign investments into the SPLA. Estimates of 

American contributions to train troops assist in security reform and carry out construction 

projects vary from $150-300 million for the period of 2006 to 2010. The United 

Kingdom’s investment in South Sudan’s SSR process, around $10 million from 2006 to 
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2012, was focused mostly on policy-level initiatives.918 Alongside the SDSRB 

established by the ARCSS, South Sudan’s institutional framework includes the 2008 

SPLA White Paper on Defense and the 2009 SPLA Act. Commissioned by the Ministry 

of SPLA Affairs with oversight from the United States and United Kingdom, these 

documents articulated the SPLA’s mission to transform from a guerilla movement into a 

professional and bureaucratically organized national army.919  

     According to Jairo Munive, the role of outsiders has thus far been “limited and 

arguably insignificant in the transformation of the SPLA.”920 The lack of financial 

oversight within the SPLA has produced donor concerns about corruption. This 

deficiency “does not stem primarily from a poor legal framework, underdeveloped 

institutional capacity or lack of knowledge about international best practice in financial 

oversight.”921 Rather, the SPLA’s military hierarchy consistently overrides formal 

mechanisms designed to provide oversight, transparency and accountability. The interests 

of the ruling elite lie in increasing military effectiveness through training and additional 

equipment. For officials in Juba, “concerns that clamping down on clientelism and 

corruption would exacerbate security problems are likely to weigh much more heavily 

than donors’ admonishments.”922 In response to internal power imperatives, the Kiir 

regime and its opponents are therefore impelled to increase the size of their armies, 

stockpile weaponry and cast aside issues of professionalization or democratic oversight. 
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     External support for SSR aims to reduce the size and cost of the security apparatus 

while placing it under democratic civil control. For South Sudan’s ruling elites, finances 

for SSR have fed into a market whereby loyalty is a commodity used in a bargaining 

game between local leaders and the central state. Internationally negotiated peace deals 

rarely garner the support of a “patrimonial buy-in” and represent temporary marketplace 

bargains that stick only as long as they serve the interests of all parties. Insofar as peace-

building operations are injected into such marketplaces, De Waal writes, foreign actors 

“become players rather than referees.”923 This indicates that, while the international 

community’s conflict resolution efforts are certainly not largely to blame for the 

conditions or lack of progress in South Sudan, the consolidation of state institutions and 

the transition to democracy are not processes that can be artificially manufactured. 

 

Conclusion 

Because the main contests over power in South Sudan have yet to be resolved, warring 

elites are compelled to actively reject SSR-related policies, such as downsizing their 

forces and cutting military spending. Although there is a tendency to blame the failings of 

SSR on the actions taken by external actors, the argument here is that plans for defense 

transformation in South Sudan have been effectively blocked out by: (1) the weakness of 

the state in an empirical sense, which means that the sitting regime must constantly deal 

with rivals to its power, either through elimination or accommodation; (2) the arbitrary 

nature of the state’s boundaries, which forces rival ethnic groups to integrate into a single 
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armed force and to compete for their place within the central state; and (3) a fundamental 

clash between the core principles of SSR and the power interests that drive warring elites.  

     Given the SPLA’s pivotal role in facilitating political patronage, the ability to pursue 

meaningful governance reform and force downsizing within the security apparatus is 

limited, even in peacetime. The system of inclusion through patronage brought about 

relative stability during the CPA period, but ultimately proved to be untenable because it 

incentivized rebellion, and each new uprising by a defecting general cut into the state’s 

dwindling budget.924 An alternative to the liberal approach premised on integration and 

institutionalism, realist scholars focus on the issue of power consolidation and argue that 

stability depends on the ability of a single entity to assert its military dominance.925 In a 

power vacuum like South Sudan, however, no single group has ever come close to 

monopolizing force within the entirety of the country’s juridical domain. The lamentable 

but unavoidable reality is that the process of state consolidation will be defined by violent 

clashes and patron-client deals being struck among state-like actors and with society.        

     This analysis reveals a number of fallacies associated with the liberal model: (1) the 

constant need to integrate rebel groups into the SPLA undermines the ability to downsize 

the security sector, cut military spending and professionalize the army; (2) the 

international community has tacitly encouraged a policy of inclusion through integration, 

but has at the same time insisted that the military not be used as a reservoir for political 

patronage to maintain stability; (3) although the model is premised on establishing a 

Weberian state, violence is not considered to be a legitimate means of eliminating rivals 

or consolidating power and; (4) the legitimacy of the SSR model is derived externally, 
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based on global norms of democratic oversight, rather than reflecting the existing social 

practices and actual security imperatives that drive actors on the ground in South Sudan.   

 

6.4 Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration (DDR) 

A fourth policy that has been applied within the security domain in South Sudan is 

Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration (DDR). The liberal underpinnings of the 

international community’s DDR efforts are premised on the need to build the state 

through pacifist means, including by downsizing the army, pursuing the peaceful 

disarmament of civilians and demilitarizing society more generally. As Munive writes, 

the realities of a context like South Sudan “challenge the assumptions which standard 

DDR programs or templates are based on.”926 This is explained by a divergence in 

priorities, needs and commitments between donors, implementing agencies, the South 

Sudanese government and the SPLA. Achieving security in South Sudan is tied most 

directly to the nascent state’s efforts to establish a monopoly of force against widespread 

inter-communal violence, armed insurrections and border clashes. In this system, the 

politics of patronage is central to the mobilization and resolution of armed rebellions. 

     Multiple DDR efforts in South Sudan have borne few results. Meanwhile, state elites 

and integrated rebels groups instrumentalized those policies that were implemented, as 

the security sector became the primary avenue to manage the patrimonial marketplace. 

The SPLA has used civilian disarmament as a violent state-building tool to eliminate its 

rivals. The international community has at times remained disengaged from these efforts, 
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due to their violent nature, and has supported more peaceful disarmament initiatives.927 

Dominik Balthasar argues that the effectiveness of DDR results, first and foremost, from 

the state’s increasing power. The central administration must establish politico-military 

hegemony in order to reduce political and criminal violence.928 In South Sudan, power 

and authority are exercised not only by the SPLM/A, but also by a variety of local 

systems. In a context defined by continued insecurity and a deficit of empirical statehood, 

all sides are compelled to continually increase the size of their forces and armaments.   

 

6.4.1 Phase I of DDR in Southern Sudan 

The CPA laid out the framework for the first phase of DDR in northern and southern 

Sudan. DDR was “envisaged as an interim security measure that aimed to address the 

core issues of proportional force downsizing, rationalization and standardization in the 

formation of a national Sudanese army.”929 A national body took care of policy 

formulation, oversight, coordination and evaluation, while two regional DDR 

commissions were in charge of process design, implementation and management.930 The 

Interim DDR Program established under the CPA developed the overall strategy, but did 

not stipulate specific details concerning implementation or undertake significant DDR 

operations, aside from calling for the demobilization of “non-essentials” (elderly, 

disabled and child soldiers) and dealing with Khartoum-affiliated southern OAGs.931  

     The United Nations Mission in Sudan (UNMIS) supported the demobilization and 
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reinsertion of DDR participants, while the UNDP was the lead agency on economic and 

social reintegration.932 International donors and implementation partners also provided 

technical and financial support to the DDR program. The UN was meant to partner with 

national actors to design and implement the program under the direction of the South 

Sudan DDR Commission. According to Guy Lamb and Theo Stainer, tensions, conflict 

and inadequate communication between the organizations responsible for DDR 

“undermined the effectiveness of the DDR coordination infrastructure, which was 

encumbered by external factors, such as an unstable security environment.”933  

     In 2009, a full-scale multi-year DDR initiative was launched to replace the interim 

program that targeted 90,000 combatants in the south. A Phase I of 35,000 non-essentials 

was to be completed by July 2010 and a Phase II would be comprised of 53,400 active 

SPLA soldiers.934 Individual economic reintegration support began in June 2009 and had 

a total value of $1,750 per soldier. Donors contributed $1,500 and the GoSS was meant to 

provide $250, but failed to live up this commitment. The CPA-DDR’s reinsertion support 

was provided through a transitional safety net package that included a $290 grant to assist 

ex-combatants in paying for immediate needs, a food ration voucher and 21 non-food 

items. As part of the counseling undertaken by the UNDP, ex-combatants were assisted 

to identify their preferred reintegration path from agriculture, livestock, fishery and 

forestry, small business development, vocational training and adult education.935  

     By April 2012, the South Sudan DDR program’s numbers showed that only 12,525 
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ex-combatants had been demobilized, 10,979 registered for reintegration training, 1,320 

in reintegration support and 8,432 had completed reintegration support training.936 In the 

end, only 13% of the expected number of combatants had entered the program and a 

significant percentage of those who did were technically ineligible, having joined the 

SPLA either too early or too late to qualify. Rather than supporting the DDR process, the 

GoSS and SPLA worked outside of the CPA peace deal to integrate various militia 

groups.937 Thereafter, the SPLA’s personnel size increased from around 250,000 to 

330,000 between 2009 and 2013, “as a result of amnesty packages to militias and 

continued recruitment because of fears of a further border war with Sudan.”938  

     The first phase of DDR brought no financial relief to the SPLA and had little effect on 

defense transformation or downsizing the army before it concluded in December 2012. A 

lack of interest from national actors led to the sidetracking of DDR.939 Lamb and Stainer 

argue that the international community’s DDR efforts were undermined by political 

tensions, a lack of trust between government officials in Khartoum and Juba responsible 

for DDR and inadequate local DDR expertise within the south’s DDR commission.940 

Inertia, bureaucratic disengagement and a hesitation from donors to commit to funding 

have also been cited as the causes of this poor performance.941 Given the many internal 

pressures on the GoSS/SPLA and continued threats from Khartoum, however, DDR was 

never a realistic undertaking in Southern Sudan during the CPA years (2005-2011). 

     The CPA’s DDR program fell short of its targets because neither party was prepared 
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to reduce force numbers for fear of weakening their military capacity. Persistent conflict 

within and between the north and south suggests that DDR “did not reflect the prevailing 

security conditions and priorities.”942 The SPLA was reluctant to reduce its ranks due to 

the risk of renewed conflagrations with the north and its inability to control the entirety of 

the territory in the south. Although OAGs were a key target for DDR, the NCP and 

SPLM/A had difficulty determining how to move forward with these groups. By the 

March 2006 deadline for alignment, 15,000 OAG members had been subsumed into the 

SPLA, but at least 30 groups remained unaligned.943 Implementation faced delays due to 

an “unwillingness by the key actors to begin downsizing their active forces and the perils 

of designing and implementing such a complex exercise” in a difficult environment.944  

     Despite the SPLM/A’s negative stance towards DDR, it was able to use this program 

to extend privileges to supporters by facilitating their participation in the DDR program. 

SPLA power-brokers manipulated the system of devising a candidate list at every level, 

as entry into the program was typically purchased either literally or through political 

allegiance.945 Faced with internal pressures, the SPLA refused to demobilize its core 

fighters and treated DDR as a means of social assistance for citizens or a form of SPLA 

retirement program. Officials in Juba prioritized stability over donor admonishments 

about corruption, which could only be achieved by maintaining the SPLA’s morale and 

loyalty to the regime.946 Meanwhile, the failure to entice soldiers into civilian life is a 

consequence of the relatively high salaries paid in the army and economic opportunities 

																																																								
942 Munive, “Context Matters: The Conventional DDR Template is Challenged in South Sudan,” (2013): 593. 

943 Xanthe Scharff, “Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration in South Sudan: Achievements, Challenges and Opportunities 

in Context,” Project Ploughshares (2007): 21. 

944 Munive, “Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration in South Sudan,” (2013): 7. 

945 Pantuliano et al. “Aiding for Peace,” (2010): 108. 

946 Munive, “Context Matters: The Conventional DDR Template is Challenged in South Sudan,” (2013): 593. 



	

	 278	

associated with fighting, particularly when compared to a paltry one-time benefit.947  

 

6.4.2 Phases II and III of DDR in South Sudan 

After independence in 2011, South Sudan’s second phase of DDR was an ambitious plan 

to civilianize 150,000 military personnel in a joint exercise between the SSDDRC, 

UNMISS and UNDP. Of those targeted, 80,000 were mandated to come from the SPLA 

and 70,000 from OAG forces. The program was expected to start in 2012 and run for 

eight years, but this was postponed due to financial constraints and logistical challenges. 

The GRSS agreed to cover 64% of the total DDR budget of $1.2 billion, but donors were 

reluctant to offer financial support due to the failures of the previous program and a lack 

of concrete budgetary commitments.948 In response to the deteriorating security 

environment on the border with Sudan and government austerity measures following the 

2012 oil shutdown, the ambitions for South Sudan’s second phase of DDR were greatly 

reduced. Following a pilot phase that targeted 500 ex-combatants, this program aimed to 

process 3,000 from the SPLA in 2012 and 6,000 in 2013.949 

     Addressing critiques of the previous eligibility criteria, in the second phase, the 

targeted groups were combatants released from active duty listed on the SPLA payroll. 

This included OAG members that had been integrated into the SPLA, police officers, 

SAF-affiliated troops returning to the south and ex-SPLA members that were absorbed 

into various national services. According to Kenneth Omeje and Nicodemus Minde, the 
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second phase of South Sudan’s DDR program appeared to be an “ambitious, well-

conceived improvement over the significantly flawed first phase.”950 These plans did not, 

however, gain momentum, owing to logistical issues, inadequate funding and political 

wrangling over ownership, which was compounded by the outbreak of civil war in 

December 2013. The lack of commitment from the SPLA to the DDR process meant that 

a series of inter-organizational management reforms undertaken by UN agencies during 

the second phase of DDR did not have a meaningful impact.951 

     The third phase of DDR in South Sudan was initiated after the ARCSS was signed in 

2015. DDR efforts continue to be complicated by the existence of innumerable armed 

rebellions and community-based militia groups that have emerged amid the civil war.952 

Rather than submitting armed groups to the internationally mandated DDR process, the 

GRSS has preferred to go it alone by inducing them to integrate into the SPLA. This is 

done in an attempt to dilute their cohesion before deciding whether or not to include these 

forces in a larger pool of DDR candidates at a later date.953 On the side of the rebel 

generals and militias fighting against the SPLA, Machar was never able to exert the kind 

of control necessary to implement a DDR program. The reality that these armed forces 

are not unified severely limits the international community’s ability to pursue DDR 

activities. DDR is a risky proposition for opposition groups based on the justifiable fear 

that disarming and disbanding their forces would gravely threaten their security.954 
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     Given that there was only a partial agreement on security measures, the DDR 

provisions written into the ARCSS were unclear on the implementation of this exercise, 

how long it was anticipated to go on for, who would pay for it and how to determine the 

participants.955 With the assistance of the AU, UNMISS and the ARCSS Monitoring and 

Verification Mechanism (MVM), the warring parties were mandated to register all 

personnel, then store their weapons and munitions at the assembly sites. With this first 

step of cantonment complete, it was expected that the full process of DDR for residual 

forces would be conducted after re-unification of the SPLA and rebel forces was 

completed, which was meant to be within 18 months of the peace agreement’s signing.956 

     The peace deal offered two options to deal with the multiplicity of rebel and militia 

groups: integration into the national army or demobilization through the DDR process. 

Some NSAGs were aligned with Kiir’s government or the Machar-led opposition, while 

others largely fought on their own terms. Eligibility criteria to be integrated into the 

national army were left undecided in the ARCSS, though it was expected that only those 

who defected from the SPLA after December 2013 would be eligible to be integrated. 

This meant that any soldier who joined the anti-Kiir rebellion as a civilian amid the civil 

war would only be eligible to receive the benefits associated with demobilization. 

Implementation of the DDR program was complicated by efforts to inflate troop 

numbers, as many civilians joined the SPLA-IO to benefit from these opportunities. 

Many generals and militia forces operating in Greater Upper Nile refused categorically to 

submit to this process, while new groups took up arms in the Equatorias and elsewhere.957   
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     The DDR process subsequently stalled following a further split in the rebel movement 

and renewal of full-scale fighting in July 2016. Under the R-ARCSS, the DDR process 

was meant to start immediately and continue in parallel with army unification. Any 

soldiers denied a place in the army were to be transferred to the DDR mechanism. Delays 

in establishing the DDR process therefore also hampered the ability to pursue SSR. As of 

July 2020, the DDR Commission had registered 13,850 ex-combatants in the cantonment 

sites, barracks and training centres.958 Alongside minimal donor appetite to fund the DDR 

process, there is also every rational reason for commanders to maximize the size of their 

forces and no incentive to send their troops into DDR, thereby diminishing their capacity 

to acquire wages and political power. Young men are equally driven to be in armed 

groups given the militarized nature of the political economy in South Sudan, in which 

access to resources is almost entirely driven by processes of violent contestation.959 

 

6.4.3 Civilian Disarmament in South Sudan 

Civilian disarmament, while under the DDR umbrella, is commonly approached as a 

distinct policy. South Sudan’s 2015 ARCSS was not clear about which communities or 

groups would be identified for voluntary or forced disarmament. The peace deal’s 

discharge and disarmament processes did not, in fact, include any arms reduction 

component. Weapons collected during the cantonment process were not destroyed, but 

were instead stored under the command of each army.960 The 2018 R-ARCSS, 

meanwhile, called for all collected heavy and medium range weaponry to be disposed of 
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as determined by the Joint Defense Board (JDB).961 While a number of preliminary 

civilian disarmament campaigns were initiated after 2018, President Kiir officially called 

for civilian disarmament efforts to be renewed in August 2020. The government’s top-

down and coercive approach was viewed with suspicion by many communities and 

immediately fuelled violent clashes, including in Warap State.962  

     In the past, the GRSS and SPLA have frequently used brute force over the course of 

their disarmament campaigns and operations against rebel militias. In response, such 

efforts to expand the authority of the state have fuelled inter-communal conflict.963 The 

CPA was equally ambiguous on the matter of civilian disarmament, stipulating that the 

parties “monitor and verify the disarmament of all Sudanese civilians who are illegally 

armed.”964 The National DDR Strategic Plan stipulated that disarmament was the 

responsibility of the SAF and SPLA, which would be supported by the respective DDR 

commissions. UNMIS was mandated to assist the relevant national stakeholders to 

establish the voluntary disarmament and weapons destruction processes. Ultimately, 

however, the SPLA undertook a coercive civilian disarmament exercise in 2006, on its 

own accord and without the UN’s help due to its violent nature.965  

     Based on a rolling wave strategy, the Kiir regime planned to disarm one group before 

proceeding to the next, while the SPLA would provide security until neighboring groups 
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were also disarmed.966 An initial campaign took place from January to May 2006 that 

specifically targeted the Lou Nuer, in particular the presence of White Army militias in 

Jonglei state. Predictably, these efforts produced a series of clashes, as the Lou Nuer 

resisted the government’s disarmament campaign.967 In the end, these efforts saw 3,300 

weapons collected, but cost the lives of at least 1,200 White Army fighters, 400 SPLA 

soldiers and 213 civilians.968 The Jonglei campaign faced stiff resistance because ethnic 

groups rely on weapons to protect their communities and cattle from rival groups, 

disarmament was not conducted simultaneously on all communities and the security 

apparatus could not effectively protect civilians or maintain internal stability.969  

     The SPLA’s coercive approach to disarmament presented the UNMIS with an ethical 

dilemma regarding its continued involvement in the DDR process. Though the forceful 

nature of the Jonglei campaign was clearly at odds with the UN’s mandate to support 

voluntary civilian disarmament and to protect human rights, the UN refrained from 

criticizing the SPLA. This reflected the fact that, at that time, the UN was seeking to 

develop a good working relationship with the SPLA and did not want to see the fragile 

peace agreement derailed. In July 2006, a subsequent peaceful effort was undertaken by 

the SPLA with technical and logistical support from the UNDP DDR Unit. Having 

developed partnerships with various community-based organizations, the UN mission 

also initiated limited non-aggressive small-scale disarmament programs without the 
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SPLA’s involvement that resulted in the surrender of approximately 1,400 firearms.970 

     Attempts to disarm the Lou Nuer communities in 2006 exacerbated conflict with the 

SPLA and worsened this community’s relations with the neighboring Dinka and Murle 

tribes. Thereafter, the GoSS and SPLA intended to disarm the Murle as well, but the UN 

was concerned by the violence during the initial campaign and halted this plan.971 In 

2008, President Kiir issued a decree that authorized the SPLA to disarm civilians 

throughout South Sudan over a six-month timeframe. Operating without UNMIS 

involvement, the GoSS envisaged a voluntary disarmament approach in which traditional 

leaders would be responsible for weapons collection. After this strategy yielded poor 

results, the SPLA resorted to a more belligerent method of weapons collection that 

largely failed at its primary objective, that is, to confiscate large quantities of firearms.972  

     After the SPLA decided not to simultaneously target all ethnic groups in Jonglei, then 

failed to protect those communities that were disarmed, the Lou Nuer were left open to 

attack by their Murle, Dinka and Jikany Nuer neighbors.973 Between August 2009 and 

Machar 2010, a partially successful disarmament campaign led by the USMIS targeted 

the Lou Nuer and Murle.974 President Kiir launched a new civilian disarmament 

campaign in March 2012 that saw some 12,000 SPLA soldiers collect around 30,000 

weapons from Murle civilians in Jonglei.975 Owing to an increased SPLA presence, this 

campaign was initially successful at curbing inter-communal violence in the Lou Nuer 
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and Dinka areas of Jonglei. The process did, however, break down in Pibor, Jonglei State, 

where the SPLA used force against the Murle. David Yau Yau’s rebellion in this region 

was partly stoked as a result of SPLA brutality during this 2012 disarmament drive.976  

     Five civilian disarmament campaigns from 2006 to 2012 were followed by heightened 

cycles of inter-communal violence.977 Weapons possession remains high in South Sudan 

and many communities were able to rearm easily. As such, the lesson learned is that, 

“while specific militias are easy to disarm, achieving broader peace and stability is much 

harder.”978 The dilemma is that civilians must be disarmed if the state is to establish a 

monopoly of violence, but achieving such domination in turn requires that the regime 

have the capacity to disarm citizens. In South Sudan, amid inter-communal violence and 

given the state’s inability to provide security or enforce the rule of law, disarmament has 

been a persistent source of tension between communities and the state.979 Communities 

did not want to be made vulnerable in relation to rival ethnic groups and resisted civilian 

disarmament based on legitimate concerns over their physical security.980  

     Civilian disarmament, viewed by the SPLM/A as a coercive state-building tool, has 

been used to reduce the threat from “recalcitrant” communities.981 For instance, choosing 

the Lou Nuer as the first targets of disarmament in 2006, before their Dinka neighbors to 

the west or the Murle to the south, was clearly motivated by a desire to wield this process 
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as a violent state-building tool.982 Armed resistance by the Lou Nuer resulted from the 

SPLA’s heavy-handed tactics in disarming civilians and was driven by their insecurity 

relative to other communities, mostly notably the Murle.983 Therefore, while establishing 

a monopoly of force requires that the state disarm civilians and militia or rebel groups, 

doing so in the context of insecurity, weak state institutions and civilian mistrust of the 

army inevitably leads to armed resistance on the part of the targeted communities.   

 

Conclusion 

As has been demonstrated here, DDR is not a feasible undertaking in South Sudan until 

the immediate security concerns have been resolved. A commitment to reduce forces is 

not in the best interest of state elites if they anticipate a return to hostilities and must 

contend with internal or external challengers to their power. In practice, political and 

military elites have instrumentalized the donor funds flowing in for DDR programming, 

while the SPLM/A has used disarmament as a violent state-building tool. For individual 

soldiers or rebels, the benefits from a DDR package fail to make up for a lost military 

salary. Owing to persistent insecurity and the deficit of empirical statehood, the 

communities targeted for civilian disarmament are reluctant to give up their weapons or 

downsize their forces. Balthasar argues that stability is a consequence of the state’s 

increasing power (i.e. its ability to reduce political and criminal violence).984 In South 

Sudan, however, the state is unable to establish a monopoly of force, and, in this context, 

its attempts to disarm civilians inevitably produce violent resistance by those targeted. 
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     This reveals the tensions between international peace-building, which seeks to resolve 

conflict and establish a sustainable peace, with an internal process of state formation, 

premised on rival groups exerting their power through military force. Aims to construct a 

functioning state necessitate limiting the room for NSAGs to exist or to pursue their 

political and economic agendas. While some groups must be integrated into the state 

structure, others are induced to disarm or forcibly disbanded. Internal and external state-

building efforts pose dangers to non-state actors, “who in consequence are more likely to 

challenge than to support any steps that would strengthen or re-establish the state’s 

monopoly on the use of force.”985 This is the case in South Sudan, where many view the 

SPLA as a Dinka-dominated repressive arm of the state, used to keep recalcitrant 

communities in line and expand President Kiir’s power base. Given these realities, armed 

conflict is inevitable and unlikely to be amenable to international resolution methods. As 

Tilly reminds us, “the development of liberal statehood was a lengthy, highly violent 

process taking centuries, which has not led to a full political settlement in all cases.”986 

 

6.5 Coercive Security Policies: Arms Embargo and Transitional Justice 

A fifth policy employed in the security domain has involved the international community 

using coercive tools to persuade South Sudan’s warring elites to respect human rights and 

implement the liberal provisions written into successive peace deals. First, the threat of 

an arms embargo was used as leverage for years, before finally being imposed on South 

Sudan by the UN Security Council in 2018. The arms embargo has helped to stem the 

flow of certain types of weaponry into the country, but has been evaded easily and has 
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only affected the behavior of the country’s warring elites in marginal ways. Faced with 

constant insecurity, belligerents and civilians on all sides are compelled to stockpile 

weapons. No matter how well intentioned and, in fact, necessary this policy may be, its 

effectiveness in pushing through the goals of the liberal institutionalist model is limited.  

     Second, the international community has taken certain measures to pursue transitional 

justice, but there has yet to be a credible follow through. The regional heads of state in 

charge of the mediation privately lobbied against criminal accountability, but IGAD’s 

foreign sponsors (the Western Troika and European Union) insisted on the matter.987 The 

2015 and 2018 peace deals call for three transitional justice mechanisms to be created, 

prosecution, a truth commission and reparations, but did not include a call for amnesties 

or lustration measures, that is, a purge of regime loyalists.988 The prospect of excluding 

those most culpable for the violence from the TGoNU risks heightening violence and 

may preclude efforts to reach a deal. This reveals the tension between the stated desire to 

pursue a liberal peace with the realities of power-sharing and within South Sudan. 

 

6.5.1 Arms Embargo and the South Sudan Peace Process 

During the South Sudan mediation, the IGAD heads of state signaled their readiness to 

impose an arms embargo on those violating the ceasefire, but never followed through. 

The EU, for its part, imposed a comprehensive arms embargo on Sudan in 1994 that was 

amended to cover South Sudan in 2011 and remains in place.989 After the Obama 

administration overcame its initial reticence, China and Russia blocked a UN resolution 
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put forward by Washington in March 2015.990 President Trump ultimately imposed an 

arms embargo on South Sudan on February 2, 2018, citing ceasefire violations by 

government and opposition forces, the obstruction of UNMISS from fulfilling its 

mandate and violence committed against civilians and humanitarian workers.991 The UN 

Security Council followed suit, voting on July 13, 2018 to bar all member-states from 

supplying arms to South Sudan.992 In July 2020, Washington signaled its willingness to 

lift its arms embargo and targeted sanctions against South Sudan if the country 

demonstrates progress in implementing the peace deal and fighting corruption.993  

     There are solid arguments in favor of using an arms embargo, but also many ways to 

get around one. Those in favor of using an arms embargo contend that supplying arms to 

one side in a conflict triggers a demand for replenishment on all sides, leading to an arms 

race that escalates and prolongs the conflict.994 There was international opposition to 

imposing an arms embargo on South Sudan due to its regional and global implications. 

Uganda remains the main transit point and facilitator for arms to the Kiir regime.995 

American officials were initially reluctant to impose an arms embargo, citing concerns 

over the efficacy of this approach and that doing so would aid the opposition. Another 
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argument put forward was that the threat of an arms embargo afforded the mediators 

leverage and that its imposition might push regime hardliners to a point of no return.996   

     Some observers argue that arms embargos are meaningless because there will always 

be countries willing to sell arms to all sides in a civil war.997 For instance, the UN arms 

embargo imposed on Darfur in western Sudan in 2005 did not stop arms from circulating 

openly among factions aligned with or against Khartoum. China contravened the arms 

embargo on Darfur soon after it was implemented, while the affected parties used 

alternative routes, third-party countries and black market contractors to circumvent it.998 

According to Amnesty International, South Sudan has continued to import and conceal 

arms despite the UN ban.999 While an arms embargo can do little to curb the flow of 

small arms in a country already awash in them, it does create barriers for more 

sophisticated arms and equipment from entering South Sudan. To be truly effective, an 

arms embargo would, however, need to forbid deliveries to all neighboring states.1000 

     Though there are few drawbacks to imposing an arms embargo, the efficacy of this 

policy approach in forcing all warring parties to stop fighting, respect human rights and 

implement a reform laden peace deal should not be overstated. The conditions that 

compel the government, rebels, militias and citizens in South Sudan to stockpile weapons 

run much deeper than the immediate flow of weapons. The state is weak and its military, 

the SPLA, is often the primary cause of insecurity. The process of consolidating state 
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power requires that a single entity be able to force all parties to lay down their arms, an 

unnerving proposition for many groups under present conditions that will assuredly 

heighten tensions. As such, every community is compelled to collect weapons to protect 

themselves, their kin and their livestock. Until the primary security concerns are resolved, 

warring groups and citizens alike will not willingly put down their weapons.  

 

6.5.2 Transitional Justice Mechanisms within the IGAD-led Mediation for South Sudan 

Headed by former Nigerian President Olusegun Obasanjo and launched in March 2014, 

the African Union Commission of Inquiry on South Sudan (AUCISS) five-member panel 

was mandated to investigate human rights violations committed in South Sudan and to 

explore how to achieve transitional justice.1001 After the report was finalized in October 

2014, its publication was scheduled for a January 29, 2015 AU PSC summit in Addis 

Ababa. At that time, Ethiopia tabled a motion to defer the report’s presentation that was 

seconded by South Africa and Uganda. Its release was then anticipated at a June 2015 

AU summit, but its contents were only shared with the AU PSC members. The final 

report was made public months after the ARCSS was signed, in October 2015.1002   

     The AU’s decision to delay publishing the report until after the peace deal was signed 

reflected a belief that it was necessary to withhold its contents to keep potential spoilers 

engaged in the peace process. Releasing the findings was a “matter of timing,” because 

accusing high-level members on both sides of war crimes could cause them to turn away 
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from the mediation altogether.1003 The AUCISS was formed to give justice to those who 

were harmed during the war, but, if not handled correctly, it “risked making the situation 

on the ground worse for them.”1004 Opposition delegates wanted issues of transitional 

justice to cleared before the ARCSS was finalized and argued that any power-sharing 

formula would lack legitimacy if high-ranking officials are accused of war crimes.1005  

     The 2015 ARCSS mandated the TGoNU to establish three transitional justice 

institutions: a Commission for Truth, Reconciliation and Healing (CTRH), a 

Compensation and Reparation Authority (CRA) and an independent Hybrid Court for 

South Sudan (HCSS). The CTRH is meant to inquire into all aspects of human rights 

violations, breaches of rule of law and abuses of power committed by state and non-state 

actors or their allies. The CRA must recommend processes for the full enjoyment by 

victims of the right to remedy, including reparations and compensation.1006 Under the 

ARCSS, the initial deadline to establish the CTRH and CRA was six months. This 

timetable was effectively stalled by the July 2016 violence in Juba.1007 

     According to the ARCSS, the HCSS, to be composed of South Sudanese and African 

judges, must prosecute individuals bearing responsibility for violations of international 

and national law committed throughout the civil war. The court is given jurisdiction with 

respect to genocide, crimes against humanity, war crimes, other serious crimes under 

international law and relevant laws of South Sudan. This court must be distinct from the 

national judiciary in its operations and will have primacy over South Sudanese law. As 
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per the ARCSS, no one shall be exempt from criminal responsibility on account of their 

capacity as a government official or claiming the defense of superior orders. Individuals 

indicted or convicted by the HCSS will not be eligible to participate in the TGoNU.1008 

     The ARCSS erased much of the detail on the creation of the HCSS that was included 

in a July 24 draft text. The final agreement remained silent on the TGoNU’s role in 

establishing the court alongside the AU. The UN was removed from its involvement in 

the process and a 12-month time limit for legislation establishing the HCSS to be passed 

was deleted.1009 After an 18-month period in which the TGoNU failed to engage with the 

AU, on July 21, 2017 the AU Commission met with South Sudanese and UN officials in 

Juba to discuss the HCSS, producing a joint roadmap to finalize the court’s statute and 

other legal instruments by September of that year.1010 The commission has the authority 

to establish the HCSS with or without the government’s engagement. As a last resort, the 

option of trying cases at the ICC could also be pursued.1011  

     In August 2018, President Kiir offered a general amnesty to the heads of armed groups 

involved in South Sudan’s civil war.1012 Shortly thereafter, the R-ARCSS called on the 

reformulated transitional government (R-TGoNU) to fully cooperate with the AU and 

UN in designing and implementing these three transitional justice mechanisms.1013 While 

the Troika of Western powers (US, UK and Norway) that funded the peace process has 

made forming the hybrid court one of their preconditions to release funds for peace deal 
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implementation, the AU has been hesitant to establish the court.1014 The IGAD mediation 

also demonstrated no willingness to go against those in the higher echelons of power. 

The dilemma was that those likely to be targeted by the HCSS were also chosen to 

head the TGoNU and risk causing havok if they know they will not be protected.1015  

     If the hybrid court is ultimately bypassed, “the governance culture that rewards those 

who wield violence to achieve their political objectives while leaving the victims of those 

abuses to suffer in silence will continue unabated.”1016 Previously, the 2005 CPA 

operated as a blanket amnesty for atrocities committed during the north-south war. The 

lack of accountability and reconciliation experienced during this period is “one of the 

agreement’s legacies that appears to inform the government’s approach to security 

threats, conflicts and human rights violations in the post-CPA era.”1017 While necessary 

to attack this culture of impunity, a number of delegates claimed that issues of 

transitional justice needed to wait until after the TGoNU was formed and elections were 

held.1018 Driven by a fear of further destabilizing South Sudan and undermining the peace 

process, the AUCISS did not want to take the political route of pushing leaders aside.1019  

     Regardless of timing, the real issue is that mediators are forced to incorporate actors 

into a power-sharing government that are often the same people who need to be brought 

to justice for their actions during the war. Power-sharing is driven by the logic that it is 

necessary to legitimize warring elites and their actions during the war. The ability to 
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initiate violence and relative military strength constitute the mediators’ measuring stick 

when allocating power within the TGoNU.1020 The Kiir regime’s dominance on the 

battlefield has essentially allowed it to block the HCSS from being formed. Machar was 

initially using rhetoric of accountability to force Kiir from power. Given the SPLA-IO’s 

relative military weakness, it has not been able to enforce these measures. There is also 

good reason to be skeptical of the political will of many African leaders to establish the 

HCSS, as it could set a precedent for similar courts to be formed in their countries. 

     Given the barriers to implementing the three mechanisms outlined in the 2015 ARCSS 

and 2018 R-ARCSS, traditional justice premised on reparations and reconciliation may 

prove to be a more fruitful and realizable exercise in South Sudan.1021 A common theme 

that unites these traditional mechanisms of conflict resolution in South Sudan is a focus 

on the concepts of mediation, compensation and restitution. The main purpose is to 

restore social equilibrium by reimbursing for the loss of life or property, injury and abuse 

through paying life compensation in cattle or money.1022 From this perspective, although 

foreign actors do have a role to play, reconciliation and healing must start from within. 

Traditional forms of conflict resolution should not, however, be overly romanticized. For 

instance, the practice within the Dinka and Nuer communities of seizing cattle as ransom 

as the basis for settling disputes often heightens tensions among communities.1023  
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Conclusion 

In dealing with South Sudan, the international community has employed two coercive 

diplomatic tools within the security domain: imposing an arms embargo and pursuing 

transitional justice. First, there are most certainly benefits to restricting the flow of 

arms into South Sudan. However, the effectiveness of this approach to achieve its 

stated objectives, let alone to influence the behavior of warring elites, must be 

questioned. Given the prevailing environment of insecurity, the state, rebels, militias 

and citizens are all compelled to stockpile armaments. The ability to implement an 

arms embargo in South Sudan is further undermined by regional and global power 

dynamics. This analysis reveals the inherent lack of teeth behind the liberal model, a 

reality that makes it easy for warring elites to flaunt its stipulations.  

     Second, it was demonstrated how power realities and interests have undermined the 

ability to credibly pursue transitional justice in South Sudan. The mediators’ desire to 

contain the conflict and the apparent need to integrate the warring leaders into the 

transitional government are factors that limit the ability to broach the issue of criminal 

accountability. Through the AUCISS and HCSS, the AU did in fact undertake the initial 

steps to force South Sudan’s warring leaders to step aside. The events that have since 

transpired, including virtually the entire international community lining up behind the 

Kiir regime, demonstrate that the realities of power continue to hold more weight than 

any concerns over human rights. Most fundamentally, this reveals the impotence of 

Western powers in using their diplomatic might to implement a liberal peace against the 

will of South Sudan’s warring elites and the heads of state within the IGAD region. 
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Chapter Six: Conclusion 

This chapter has outlined five policy sets that comprise the liberal institutionalist model 

as it has been applied in South Sudan. It was argued that the inability to successfully 

implement them is explained by the deficit of empirical statehood and the related 

difficulties in reaching a political settlement. As Bell and Pospisil write, a political 

settlement does not imply “good” political order (i.e. a liberal democratic state), but is 

instead characterized by a balance of power. In the absence of an agreed framework for 

the exercise of power, periods of unsettlement are characterized by the use of violence to 

defend or challenge the existing political order.1024 Conflict in South Sudan reflects the 

tension between the SPLM/A’s state-building agenda with the interests of various rebel 

generals and community-based militias that have emerged as a consequence of the 

SPLM/A-dominated state’s inability to monopolize force. The conundrum is that, while 

state weakness and insecurity are the primary drivers of conflict, attempts to consolidate 

power involve state repression, which invokes violent responses by targeted groups.  

     This discussion has also highlighted a number of mistaken assumptions that undergird 

the liberal institutionalist model. Most notably, exclusion is commonly understood as the 

primary driver of conflict and inclusion provided as its main cure.1025 Contemporary 

peace processes are designed to rework exclusive political and military settlements 

towards more inclusive elite pacts. The outcome of such pacts is most often a “formalized 

political unsettlement” that transfers the disagreements at the heart of the conflict into a 

set of political and legal institutions.1026 The central dilemma is that those non-state actors 
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who can mobilize the greatest spoiling power must be included in the system, but 

inclusion risks sending the message that violence pays. There is equally a contradiction 

between the promotion of inclusivity through military integration and many of the core 

tenets of SSR, including force downsizing. If both inclusion and exclusion have both 

been highly volatile affairs, this indicates that the reasons why the conflict persists, and 

any potential solutions to it, run much deeper than the level of peace process inclusivity. 

     Post-conflict liberal security sector reforms are guided by the principles of democracy, 

transparency and accountability. Clientelist exchange is therefore criticized as being 

corrupt and a hindrance to state consolidation. As Sukanya Podder contends, such 

critiques overlook the dynamics of informal or non-state power and authority that often 

step in to fill the vacuum created by a weak central state. Informal authority is rooted in 

the ability of local power holders to use political connections and military power to gain 

access to state resources, then to redistribute them among kin and clients. The 

interactions between these localized structures and the formal state can trigger processes 

of institutional transformation. In places like South Sudan, a patchwork of informal 

networks and sub-state identities (kin, tribe, ethnicity, religion, rebel general, militias and 

traditional or customary leaders) substitute for the weakness of the central state by 

offering adjacent communities security, social services and financial support. In response 

to these challengers, for state actors, regime survival and expansion of power take 

precedence over systemic reforms or concerns over democratic governance.1027 

     The incorporation of or reliance on non-state systems is contrary to core liberal state-

building norms. Non-state armed actors are typically labeled spoilers or criminals that 
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must be co-opted into the formal state or disbanded. Some scholars argue that such para-

state structures can serve as building blocks for empirical statehood, while others contend 

that strengthening or legitimizing NSAGs hastens the state’s ability to monopolize 

force.1028 Like the state, rebel and militia groups must earn legitimacy, through military 

force and popular support, in order to survive.1029 In South Sudan, with the SPLM/A-IO 

fragmented, and given the central government’s lack of reach at the state or local level, 

makeshift systems of wartime governance have emerged. Kindersley and Rolandsen, for 

instance, argue that in Central Equatoria governance operates through “personalized local 

fiefdoms” where branches of the army and security services compete with local power-

wielders for dominance and the right to taxation/plunder.1030 

     Policy-making guided by the liberal peace is informed by the belief that peace-

building and state-building are mutually reinforcing. In the modern era, it is expected that 

institutions be built in the absence of violence, despite the fact that consolidating state 

power has historically necessitated the use of force.1031 International actors therefore 

refuse to allow the violence to “play out” through endogenous processes that can produce 

a revised balance of power.1032 Contemporary approaches to conflict resolution fail to 

contend with the reality that state-making is a “crisis-prone undertaking, in which 

divergent interests and visions have to be unified, which has, historically, been frequently 

achieved by the use of blunt force rather than benign peace.”1033 International peace-
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makers privilege a conception of peace that stems from Western experiences of a 

centralized democratic state. In fact, peace is more than the absence of manifestations of 

violence, while the pathway to it is long, complicated and non-linear.1034  

     Peace- and state-building missions also overlook the fact that the development of 

consolidated democratic states in the West was exceedingly violent and took centuries. In 

contrast, the international community expects state elites in countries emerging from 

conflict to establish fully-fledged democratic institutions in a matter of months or years. 

The most important lesson drawn from Tilly is that, through violent bargaining between 

the state, rebels and militias, cycles of violence and political unsettlement can trigger 

gradual processes of institutionalization. Under the right conditions, components of the 

war effort contribute to the standardization of institutions and identities by encouraging 

moves towards central control through territorial expansion, regulation and taxation. Over 

time, it is hoped that a lasting political settlement will emerge, as power contenders are 

eliminated or accommodated in the political order by cutting patron-client deals.1035 

     As Séverine Autesserre has outlined, while the international community’s failure to 

end wars is often blamed on a lack of resources or political will, larger issues emerge 

from the strategic choice to work with national elites to stop violence and build state 

institutions from the top down. The weakness of this approach is that, beyond national 

level conflicts (e.g. Kiir versus Machar), warfare also results from local competition over 

land, livestock and local power struggles. The typical cookie-cutter approach “begins 

with international best practices and tries to apply them to a local situation.”1036 A 
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bottom-up strategy would instead start with local realities and create a customized 

strategy that draws on local knowledge. From this perspective, it is important to 

“distinguish between different types of NSAGs based on their motivations, mobilization, 

financing and popular support in order to assess their claims to legitimacy.”1037 Bottom-

up approaches nevertheless still see the international community playing a major role in 

determining which armed groups are credible or not and in coordinating with local actors.  

     In opposition to the liberal institutionalist model, two strands in the literature seek to 

curtail the role of external actors in peace- and state-building further still. First, Roger 

Mac Ginty and others advocate in favor of a hybrid model of institutional development 

that identifies the need to incorporate traditional structures into the formal state.1038 From 

this perspective, liberal values are not universally achievable or desirable and non-state 

authorities are not a priori better or worse than the central state.1039 These hybrid orders 

result in the creation of mediated forms of statehood in which NSAGs may offer security, 

governance, justice and basic services that the central governments fails to provide.1040 

Much like the state, however, traditional forms of authority are divisive and contested. In 

South Sudan, “the experience of including traditional and customary authorities into the 

formal rule of law sector has opportunities for participation at the grassroots level, but 

has also fuelled the aggrandizement of power and perpetuated local biases.”1041 These 
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traditional structures operate according to socio-cultural dynamics that are difficult for 

outsiders to comprehend beyond a surface level. 

     Second, a “Tillyan” model of state formation focuses on the role of conflict in 

furthering processes of state formation. This would mean relying entirely on indigenous 

state and non-state actors to attain stability and build institutions.1042 Jeremy Weinstein 

and Marina Ottaway have made the case for autonomous recovery on the grounds that 

war generates stable, self-sustaining and representative institutions of governance.1043 

Autonomous recovery aims to bring the state back into society by supporting popular 

forms of legitimacy, governance and securitization that NSAGs may represent. Warfare 

does not, however, necessarily encourage state formation and will produce varying 

effects in each context.1044 The key to autonomous recovery in Eritrea and Uganda 

derived from the ability of a single group to defeat its enemies, as well as through the 

forms of popular support and institutionalization that achieving such a victory required. 

In contrast, the SPLA never defeated its opponents militarily, did not effectively mobilize 

its people and did not develop strong institutions or provide services to constituents.1045   

     The reality that the process of state formation is driven by violence therefore presents 

liberal interventionists with many practical and moral dilemmas. In South Sudan, given 

accusations that the Dinka-led SPLM/A is employing “ethnocide” as a state-building tool, 

there are clearly legitimate concerns over what a relatively non-interventionist approach 
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might entail in human rights terms.1046 At the same time, the liberal model itself involves 

a great deal of compromise on universal conceptions of democracy and human rights. An 

interventionist realist approach, premised on encouraging a single dominant entity to 

impose its power over all others, raises similar issues. Most fundamentally, therefore, 

each of these approaches raises human rights concerns and none of them are guaranteed 

to foster lasting peace or create any form of political order, let alone a democratic one.   

     While achieving lasting peace, along with establishing some form of Weberian and 

democratic state, is certainly the long-term goal for most in South Sudan, this process is 

not easily manipulated by outside forces. Internal dynamics at various levels of power are 

difficult for external actors to influence in a positive manner. Achieving lasting peace 

depends most directly on the ability to reach a consensus internally (i.e. military victory 

or balance of power). This is an arduous process, given that empirical statehood can only 

realistically emerge through Tillyan (i.e. violent) and hybrid (i.e. incorporating informal 

and traditional systems) bargaining amongst a patchwork of formal state, non-state and 

communal forms of authority. In many respects, peace-building and state-building are 

therefore at cross-purposes. As such, the international community should accept certain 

realities and focus on humanitarian goals, rather than continuing to push a project of 

liberal institutionalism that runs counter to the interests of South Sudan’s warring elites. 
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7. Conclusion: Lessons Learned and Prescriptive Approaches 

Much of the literature on the history of liberal peace- and state-building in South Sudan 

focuses most directly on the actions of the international community as being largely 

responsible for the intractable civil war and issues of state fragility. The explanations for 

the many failed interventions therefore focus on the fact that the peace process was not 

liberal and inclusive enough, that the international community did not provide sufficient 

resources or that external actors were merely too squeamish to fully implement a liberal 

model. Implicit in such arguments is the assumption that, if Western donors, states and 

organizations simply remained more committed to their liberal ideals or devised more 

effective strategies, the situation would be relatively more stable and prosperous. When 

looking to devise solutions to the crisis, scholars and practitioners operating from a 

liberal standpoint consequently tend to again focus on the actions of external actors.  

     The argument here is that civil war and the inability to implement the liberal model 

are primarily explained by structural factors, within South Sudan and the international 

states system, that are not amenable to external manipulation. These include: the incipient 

nature of the state, the character of relevant rebel and militia groups, the presence of oil, 

the country’s interactions within anarchic global systems and the arbitrary make-up of 

African states. These conditions also inhibit indigenous actors from achieving lasting 

peace and consolidating state power. While this analysis scrutinized the liberal paradigm, 

the argument is not that the model of political and economic liberalization is solely, or 

even largely, responsible for the persistence of conflict and state fragility. Instead, 

although efforts to implement the liberal model have arguably been counterproductive at 

times, they have in fact been largely irrelevant to the outcomes in South Sudan. 
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     The case of South Sudan demonstrates the causal linkage between weak states and 

conflict. As Keith Krause and Jennifer Milliken argue, social violence is likely to 

continue in places where power is fragmented and there is no monopoly of force.1047 The 

SPLM/A has never maintained authority over the entirety of its purported territory and 

has done a poor job at fulfilling the basic empirical functions of a state, such as providing 

security and delivering services.1048 For liberal interventionists, the conclusion that 

conflict is associated with a lack of state authority leads to calls for international actors to 

assist in constructing or reinforcing state authority. The problems with this approach are 

twofold: (1) external actors lack the capacity to build state institutions and (2) internally, 

the state has been unable to accumulate the means to enforce a reliable form of authority. 

In line with Joel Migdal’s state-in-society approach, the perspective offered here 

recognizes how states are shaped by the nature of their confrontations with society.1049 

     This analysis suggests that the tenets of liberal institutionalism are “inappropriate for 

building more stable and peaceful societal orders in fragile states.”1050 Those in 

opposition to such arguments commonly interpret this as suggesting that African nations 

are not “ready” for democracy. In fact, the argument is that the creation of an empirical 

state and the emergence of democratic governance are conditions that must be forged 

internally through various forms of contentious politics, including violent and patron-

client bargaining. Regrettably, there appears to be no way to bypass the long and arduous 

process of state formation. Although states in the modern world operate in a radically 
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different environment and South Sudan is faced with particularly difficult starting 

conditions, the insight to be drawn from Tilly is that out of such chaos and hardship can 

ultimately emerge a more durable political order. In line with this overarching argument, 

this chapter begins by outlining seven lessons that should be drawn from the preceding 

analysis. It concludes by weighing the merits of five prescriptive approaches that the 

international community can take in response to conflict and state failure.  

     First, the conflict mediation for South Sudan demonstrates that the primary issue is not 

a lack of resources or diplomatic commitment on the part of Western donors and states. 

During the CPA years, international financial support to assist the SPLM in its transition 

to statehood and democratic politics was significant.1051 Regardless, the SPLM/A 

fragmented and the country descended into civil war in 2013. Although they can set up 

organizations, external actors do not appear to be capable of establishing institutions that 

can provide solutions to real problems in South Sudan, including the provision of 

security, accountability and legitimate governance. The structures that emerge from these 

peace processes do not generate authority effectively and therefore cannot curb the raw 

power of rival political and military factions. As Marina Ottaway writes, “entrenched 

power can only be broken by the intervention of a strong countervailing force, which 

relies on either military superiority or overwhelming popular support.”1052 

     State consolidation is primarily an internal process that is exceedingly difficult to 

engineer from outside, particularly in a context of incipient statehood like South Sudan. 

Institution building is unlikely to work in situations where power is fragmented because 
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all sides in a conflict maintain hope for a favourable shift in alliances. The “institutions” 

that emerge from contemporary peace- and state-building projects are consequently 

empty shells, as power is exercised through other channels. Many of the problems 

encountered during implementation emerge from a divergence between the interests of 

national elites and foreign state-builders. External actors depend heavily on local power-

wielders, whose interests are often incompatible and are generally not aligned with the 

goals of the liberal model. Realistically, it is not possible to incorporate and please every 

rival faction within the confines of an international peace process. In practice, the funds 

procured from institution-building projects are used to fund elite patronage networks.  

     Second, proponents of democratic reconstruction mistakenly view elections as the 

marker of legitimacy and stability in states emerging from conflict. Institutionalization 

before liberalization approaches call on former combatants to be integrated into state 

structures as a necessary and sufficient precondition to beginning competitive electoral 

processes.1053 The international community encourages the electoral participation of all 

potentially dangerous groups, despite the fact that political competition during elections 

is often divisive and violent. Holding an election does not address the inherent 

weaknesses of the existing system of governance. A rebel outfit that wins a tainted 

election, and then proceeds to govern in a repressive, extra-constitutional and 

exclusionary manner, will invariably generate local resistance. State-building approaches 

that bestow international recognition on military actors that have not sufficiently 

established their power base or roots of traditional local legitimacy are likely to falter.1054 
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     Foreign-led institution building is an intrusive social engineering approach in which 

outsiders devise the model for the reconstructed state, assist in building its component 

parts and forcefully persuade a country’s leaders to adhere to its provisions. Competing 

factions are encouraged to abide by the result of elections and to transfer their allegiances 

from existing regional, ethnic or religious leaders to new national institutions.1055 De jure 

states like South Sudan face a gap between broad-based participation in politics and the 

appropriate institutional capacity to manage increasing demands. In this environment, 

ruling elites are focused on consolidating their authority and turn away from external 

attempts to divide or limit their ability to accumulate power. This case study therefore 

supports Samuel Huntington’s analysis of the consequences associated with electoral 

politics in institutionally weak and ethnically divided states. As Huntington demonstrates, 

conflict is the “product of rapid social change and the rapid mobilization of new groups 

into politics coupled with the slow development of political institutions.”1056  

     Liberal interventionists focus most closely on the procedural and institutional aspects 

of democracy. Collusion between donors and ruling elites sidesteps popular legitimacy 

and enhances dependence on external actors. Although the outcome is meant to be a 

democratic system, there is little that is democratic or internally legitimate about the 

entire process. Governmental legitimacy resides in the social contract between state and 

society, including the population’s acceptance of the state’s moral right to impose rules 

on its subjects. By definition, legitimacy must therefore be locally defined, rather than 

being linked to global benchmarks (e.g. electoral democracy). Donor led state-building 
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promotes institutional structures that are critical for governance in Western democracies, 

but may be irrelevant in host society and therefore encourage local resistance.1057    

     Third, proponents of the liberal institutionalist model promote inclusivity as the main 

solution to the crisis in South Sudan. The primary focus of the IGAD mediation was to 

reach a power-sharing deal between the most significant warring elites. In the process, 

the civil war was framed as being between two groups, the Dinka led by President Kiir 

and the Nuer loyal to Machar. Adopting this framework led to the mistaken conclusion 

that the best way to stop the violence was to get the government and SPLM-IO to strike a 

power-sharing deal.1058 Though conditioned by the broader war, localized forms of 

violence are not directly part of this bifurcated struggle. Conflict in South Sudan is 

undertaken by a “bewildering plethora of government security branches, militias, rebel 

outfits and local protection groups.”1059 Given the complexity of the violence and the 

fragmented security environment, power-sharing alone cannot bring about lasting peace.   

     International peace processes aim to rework exclusive political settlements towards 

more inclusive elite pacts. Scholars operating from a liberal standpoint, who view 

exclusion as the main driver of conflict and state fragility, consequently present inclusion 

as its primary cure.1060 Inclusive peace settlements may be unobjectionable in theory, but 

absolute inclusion is exceedingly difficult to manage and risks sending the message to 

potential insurrectionists that violence pays.1061 South Sudan’s 2015 power-sharing deal, 

Lotje de Vries and Mareike Schomerus write, confirmed for many citizens that solutions 
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to local grievances could only come by winning a place at the negotiating table through 

violent rebellion. This explains why some of the more peaceful regions in the country, 

such as the Equatorias, became violent after the ARCSS was signed in 2015.1062 

     In South Sudan, the mediators also tried to create a broad-based multi-stakeholder 

forum that included representatives of opposition parties, civil society and faith-based 

groups. During the brief time that the mediation directly involved the other stakeholders, 

these actors were co-opted by the warring parties and the process withered on the vine. 

Inclusion of other stakeholders is certainly a noble goal, but successfully implementing 

such a process is a tall order. In reality, the raw power of each warring faction, meaning 

their ability to maintain political and military control over an area, continues to determine 

which parties are included in the power-sharing arrangement. Civil society plays an 

important role in any recovery and there is no harm in including their voices in the peace 

process, but the hard work of state-society “clashes” takes place mostly at the grassroots.    

     This inclusion dilemma, meaning the observation that both inclusion and exclusion 

produce similar results, points to deeper causal factors that explain the persistence of 

armed conflict. Given the deficit of empirical statehood and general lack of security in 

South Sudan, various localized forms of authority have moved in to fill the power 

vacuum. Such groups are typically labelled “spoilers” within the context of the liberal 

peace- and state-building paradigm. Actors who behave according to the expectations of 

this normative framework are assumed to raise credible demands, whereas those who do 

not are seen as an impediment to progress.1063 Liberals therefore aim to pacify rebel 
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groups by offering institutional incentives, whereas realists emphasize the need to rely on 

those groups that exhibit the most de facto power and popular consent.1064  

     Fourth, the liberal institutionalist model is focused on building formal institutions in 

contexts where power is exercised most visibly through informal practices. Since the 

1990s, much of the literature has focused on how external actors can help to strengthen 

conflicted states in the developing world according to Weber’s concept of a monolithic 

governance entity. Rule of law activities emphasize the need for European-style courts 

and institutions, while engagement with customary authority and law are overlooked.1065 

The formal legal domain consists of a modern constitutional structure with elected 

representatives, but traditional and informal power networks hold more sway. Critical 

scholars oppose what they consider to be an ethno-centric approach to statehood and 

instead depict states in Africa as hybrid political orders where power is exercised through 

multiple channels and the outcomes are often at odds with Western standards.1066  

     Although the international community granted South Sudan its sovereignty in 2011, 

the SPLM/A has not succeeded thus far in establishing a Weberian or de facto state. 

Customary law and authority, meaning accepted practices that derive from binding rules 

in a respective community, defines the identity of South Sudanese society more than the 

elected civilian institutions of government.1067 The categories of “state” and “non-state” 

are therefore ambiguous, as societal actors (e.g. traditional leadership structures, armed 

groups and private businesses) create multiple nodes of power that result in fragmented 
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and overlapping forms of sovereignty. In the absence of a sovereign power and legitimate 

state, people tend to identify more closely with sub-national identities, such as kin 

groups, ethnicity, tribe, clan, village or religion. Non-state organizations often assume the 

roles and functions that theoretically belong within the formal state’s domain. These 

community structures may offer basic services, order, security and financial support.1068 

     Because the liberal model promotes the norms of transparency, democracy and 

accountability, clientelist exchange is criticized as being corrupt and unproductive. Some 

analysts envision patrimonialism as a system with its own socio-cultural logic and moral 

economy that reflects indigenous modes of governance. The “reciprocal obligation 

between patron and client at the core of these cultures is said to have been denied and 

distorted in the neo-patrimonialism of the post-colonial state, leading to the widespread 

popular condemnation of corruption.”1069 For William Reno, state weakness and informal 

networks are interrelated, as groups that draw on capital-based patronage networks tend 

to function mainly as predators. State resources are diverted into these neo-patrimonial 

networks, hoarded by ruling elites and used to reward clients in return for their political 

support, and away from social welfare spending.1070 Alex de Waal’s concept of the 

“political marketplace” depicts South Sudan’s political leadership as a mafia outfit that 

preys on the entire country and is unable to run the state in an empirical sense.1071  

     As Nicki Kindersley argues, the focus on elite predation allows for little agency on the 

part of the clientelist base, who are viewed as only benefitting from the trickle down of 
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goods and services from their masters.1072 In post-colonial Africa, the state consists of a 

series of networks and sub-state political entities that substitute for the weakness of 

legally constituted institutions. Socio-political and economic networks that operate 

through the relationships of patronage and clientelism often link ruling elites with 

society. Such critiques therefore insufficiently account for the role that informal forms of 

authority play in maintaining stability and the ability to consolidate or negotiate state 

power. In the context of civil war, non-state actors can fill the vacuum created by weak, 

non-existent or repressive state institutions, triggering institutional transformation in the 

process. Informal modes of indigenous authority are rooted in “big men” politics, 

meaning the ability of local power wielders to access state resources and redistribute 

them among kin and clients.1073 Anti-corruption measures that are too rigid may, as a 

result, threaten a fragile stability that is held together by the distribution of spoils.1074 

     Fifth, the fate of liberal interventionism depends on the character of the most powerful 

rebel groups, which is conditioned by factors like the ability to achieve a military victory, 

the ethnic make-up of a society and the type of economic resources that are available. In 

contrast to the comparatively successful projects of autonomous state consolidation in 

Somaliland, Eritrea and Uganda, the SPLM/A did not defeat its opponents militarily. 

John Young argues that the organization did not effectively mobilize its people, develop 

institutions or provide services. Autonomous development was guided by a narrow 

militarism that left little room for governance, democracy and serving the people. 

Factionalism is a major characteristic of the political culture of the SPLM/A and South 

																																																								
1072 Nicki Kindersley, “Rule of whose law? The geography of authority in Juba, South Sudan,” The Journal of Modern African 

Studies 57 (2019): 65.  

1073 Podder, “State Building and the Non-State: Debating Key Dilemmas,” (2013): 1627. 

1074 Haas and Ottmann, “Buying Peace? The Political Economy of Power-Sharing,” (2015): 6. 



	

	 314	

Sudanese society in general. While neighboring liberation movements diluted their ethnic 

character by developing programs that embraced other groups, the SPLM/A never did. 

The SPLM/A’s “failure to significantly weaken primordial identities and martial values, 

together with continuing insecurity, provided a strong basis for factionalism.”1075 

     The fact that South Sudan is an ethnically diverse society does not make it inevitable 

that group conflict will arise. However, in the context of de jure statehood, a number of 

identity-based divisions have emerged in South Sudan that conditioned the character of 

the SPLM/A. In its decades-long struggle against Khartoum and to secure power in the 

south, the SPLM/A has never succeeded in fully monopolizing power or expanding its 

ethnic support base. The successes of bottom-up state formation in Somaliland (Isaaq) 

and Puntland (Darood), two autonomous regions in the de jure state of Somalia, is 

frequently attributed to ethnic and clan homogeneity. Bottom-up approaches will be less 

successful when local communities are polarized over access to power and resources. In 

countries or regions composed of multiple identities, cultural diversity and inter-group 

competition, trust relationships between the state and society need to be established.1076 

     Depending on a group’s motivations, support base and organizational structure, local 

populations can either be co-opted into a protective network or primarily be exploited and 

preyed upon. Marie-Joelle Zahar argues that in cases where state elites or a militia group 

identify closely with a population, they will be more inclined to treat civilians well. 

Where such identification is absent, the primary objective will be repression and control. 

Protective armed groups typically draw on shared membership in the social institutions of 
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a particular ethnic or religious community.1077 In South Sudan, minority ethnic groups 

tend to see the formal state as being Dinka-dominated and, as a result, have more faith in 

local expression of authority. Civilian communities often turn to forms of rebel 

governance under conditions of weak central governance and predatory state actions. 

     The character of rebel and militia groups is primarily conditioned by the amount and 

type of economic resources that are accessible to them. Resource bases that are extracted 

from the local community, such as taxation, cause the state to become more 

institutionalized in collecting revenue. These forms of capital collection also force 

political elites to be held more accountable by the populace. Conversely, capital-based 

exchange systems depend on linkages with transnational capital. External sponsorship 

and access to capital from resource wealth means that the ruling elite is less dependent on 

the local population to sustain its power. In this way, as Reno and others have argued, the 

type of resource base defines the nature of the state and non-state actors, as well as their 

interactions with civilians. Armed groups that rely on the local populations for resources 

and support are likely to be protective, rather than abusive, towards them in comparison 

with groups that enjoy transnational support and access to exploitable resources.1078 

     The SPLM/A’s reliance on economic profiteering to survive has made its leaders less 

motivated to develop protective, credible and legitimate governance institutions. The 

emergence of administrative systems is associated with the ability to collect and extract 

resources from the population or territory. In Europe, warfare generated strong incentives 

for rulers to secure the consent of the governed and to build representative institutions. 

The extraction of capital engendered popular resistance, which created a back-and-forth 
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between rulers and the holders of wealth over access to capital that produced the 

organizational residue of governance institutions. Revenue was traded for concessions of 

protections, rights and constraints on state actions. This bargain tied rulers and 

constituents together in institutions that survived the war.1079 Importantly, the 

establishment of representative institutions depended on “the degree to which rulers were 

economically dependent on taxpayers for revenues to fight their wars.”1080 

     In South Sudan, the SPLM/A used the region’s oil wealth during the CPA years to co-

opt or coerce rivals into submission. The almost complete reliance on oil facilitated 

centralized control, created an intense struggle to manage the oil money and stunted 

processes of institutionalization. Since 2013, the civil war has caused the oil money to 

plummet, a new reality that forced the state to become somewhat more efficient at 

extracting community-based resources. While warfare is an integral element state-

making, the nature of a rebel movement and its ability to transform this experience into 

institutional development is therefore determined by the political economy of the conflict. 

Where ruling elites get their money from and which forces they depend on to sustain their 

power shape the nature of the state-making project. A relationship of mutual dependence 

between the state and society is necessary for more representative institutions to emerge.  

     Sixth, the case of South Sudan demonstrates how efforts to attain peace and to build 

state institutions are often at cross-purposes. Peace-building seeks to resolve violent 

conflict in the immediate term, while building inclusive and accountable political 

structures that can usher in a positive peace. State-building, meanwhile, is focused on the 

goal of constructing a functioning state. The liberal approach to state-building has come 
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to be based on conditional pacifism, the idea that war and violence are generally not a 

legitimate means of consolidating state power. This resulted in a conflation of the terms 

peace-building and state-building, based on the assumption that the two processes are 

mutually reinforcing. In reality, the liberal peace doctrine is hard to reconcile with the 

tenets of state-making. As Dominik Balthasar writes, all good things do not “necessarily 

go together when seeking to establish structures of both peace and stability.”1081 

     Liberal interventionism is premised on the need to foster institutional and identity 

plurality, whereas state-making is geared towards a single force accumulating power. 

International state-building efforts challenge the position of non-state actors because the 

process of building capable state structures entails limiting their room to manoeuvre. 

Some groups face disarmament and mandatory disbandment, while others are forced to 

integrate into state structures or transform into political forces. For their part, criminals, 

mercenaries and marauders risk economic profits and face punishment by law 

enforcement. Peace-building and state-building efforts therefore “pose a danger to these 

actors, who in consequence are more likely to challenge than to support any steps that 

would strengthen or re-establish the state’s monopoly on the use of force.”1082 

     Predicated on consensual and democratic processes, contemporary peace- and state-

building missions hold that war is not an acceptable means of state-making. Pacifism is, 

however, not an effective strategy against adversaries who are not democratic and use 

violence to gain power.1083 While violent conflict can undermine development in diverse 

ways, it has also historically facilitated the state’s ability to accumulate power. The 
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development of liberal statehood in Europe was a highly violent process that took 

centuries and has not led to full political settlement in most cases (e.g. Catalonia in 

Spain).1084 There are, however, serious doubts about whether the consolidated and 

democratic states that emerged in the West can be “reproduced” according to an 

institutional template that is foreign made, particularly in such a short period of time.1085  

     From a Tillyan perspective, the process of state formation is defined by conflict, 

violence and institutional fluidity, as groups compete to establish positions of power and 

legitimacy. During times of political unsettlement, forms of political order may continue 

within formal and informal institutions, while bargaining will simultaneously be 

undertaken through the use of violence by opposition groups, and state responses to it. 

High levels of organized violence lead to rapid mutation or override of a country’s 

political and legal institutions. In response to threats from rivals, the state must use 

institutions and laws to protect the status quo. Paradoxically, state structures may achieve 

a level of resilience through these constant mutations. Violence can trigger a “process of 

either gradual reform or even fundamental state transformation of a very limited political 

settlement, which over time can produce some new increasingly inclusive political 

settlement as new contenders for power are accommodated in the political order.”1086  

     The liberal institutionalist model is a short-cut to a Weberian state that attempts to 

bypass the long, violent and conflictual evolution that underlines state formation. As 

Ottaway writes, the externally-led model demands a transition from a collapsed de jure 

state to a Weberian and liberal democratic state. Conversely, an internally-led model 
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modestly accepts a transition “to a raw power de facto state that slowly develops 

institutions, though not necessarily democratic ones.”1087 The tasks associated with this 

process include creating a centralized state, establishing territorial control, pacifying 

autonomous regions, imposing regulations and levying taxation. Such actions face 

societal resistance and are therefore typically achieved through the use of military force, 

rather than benign peace. The negotiations between the state and rivals forces are the 

essence of state formation. These observations therefore cast doubt on the relationship 

between the liberal peace paradigm and the exigencies of building modern states.1088  

     Finally, scholars debate whether para-state structures by warlords, rebels, big men or 

militias can be used as temporary solutions and building blocks for reconstructing 

statehood, or whether such an approach would strengthen and legitimize armed actors in 

a way that inhibits the state’s ability to monopolize force. Peace- and state-building 

activities must be implemented against the vested interests of rebel and militia groups, 

but maintaining a secure environment is often only possible if the most powerful of these 

groups are included in the political process.1089 Liberal interventionists promote a 

Weberian statist model that does not adequately accommodate the legitimacy of NSAGs. 

In this top-down approach, the state is depicted as a unitary and autonomous actor whose 

functional needs take precedence over forms of popular consent.1090  

     Contemporary approaches to state-building involve external actors striving to build a 

unitary and autonomous Weberian state. Post-conflict settings are assumed to provide a 

“blank slate” for external interventions to develop the capacity, institutions and 
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legitimacy of the state. The reality on the ground instead takes the form of legal 

pluralism, where two or more legal systems exist side-by-side. Volker Boege et al. 

conceptualize fragile states as hybrid political orders that combine elements of the 

Western model of statehood and local pre-colonial traditions of governance.1091 Post-

colonial state-building led to the formation of quasi-states that lacked the power, 

authority and legitimacy to govern their territory. This forced communities to rely on 

customary institutions to substitute for the lack of central state governance.1092  

     The contemporary approach emphasizes the institutional dimensions of building state 

capacity, often by overlooking influential societal actors. For better or for worse, in 

practice such non-state and informal actors or networks play an integral role in the state-

building process. The international community’s current engagement style frames 

NSAGs almost exclusively as spoilers that need to be integrated into the formal state. In 

reality, the violent crisis in South Sudan is not necessarily antithetical to organized 

systems of governance.1093 NSAGs have taken on the role of proto-states, offering local 

populations security, protection, governance, justice and other basic services. Non-state 

actors are often better adapted to the local environment and can work within existing 

power dynamics. NSAGs will have a more protective, as opposed to predatory, role if 

they rely on civilians for resources, support and legitimacy.1094  

     In South Sudan, “donors have learnt the hard way that externally driven social 

(re)engineering cannot replace or substitute for the organic and long-drawn historical 

																																																								
1091 Volker Boege et al., “On Hybrid Political Orders and Emerging States: State Formation in the Context of Fragility,” Berghof 

Institute (2008): 1-21. 

1092 Hessbruegge, “Customary Law and Authority in a State under Construction: The Case of South Sudan,” (2012) 296-298.  

1093 Kindersley and Rolandsen, “Civil War on a Shoestring: Rebellion in South Sudan’s Equatoria Region,” (2017): 308.  

1094 Podder, “From Spoilers to Statebuilders: Constructive Approaches to Engagement with NSAGs in Fragile States,” (2012): 30.  



	

	 321	

processes of state building that are driven by a range of local non-state actors.”1095 

Bottom-up state-building brings the state back into society by emphasizing indigenous 

and popular forms of locally owned recovery.1096 However, non-state or hybrid forms of 

order are typically messy, contradictory and illiberal. Competition is central to this 

dynamic process that is constantly being reworked. Much like the central state, NSAGs 

must earn legitimacy to survive by being accountable to local norms and producing 

beneficial outcomes for the community. Implementing a liberal model in South Sudan is 

complicated by the fact that power and authority “are not contained within a unified and 

coherent entity, ‘the state’, but are diffused.”1097 Liberal interventionists must not dismiss 

the importance of the Weberian state, but should understand that it is the outcome of 

competition among this patchwork of rival forms of authority.  

     In light of this analysis, a final question addressed here is: What role should the 

international community play in ending wars and building states in the developing world? 

Outlined below are five prescriptive approaches that external actors can take: (1) they can 

continue trying to convince ruling elites to implement the liberal peace model; (2) they 

can adopt an even more interventionist liberal strategy by imposing a system of 

international trusteeship or shared sovereignty; (3) they can adopt an interventionist 

realist approach, which would mean choosing which side is the strongest or the most 

preferable to win based on geostrategic interests, and helping them to consolidate power; 

(4) they can take a non-interventionist realist stance and “give war a chance”; or (5) they 
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can devise a hybrid strategy that recognizes the need to continue offering humanitarian 

assistance, protecting human rights and enforcing certain diplomatic accountability 

measures, while greatly diminishing their direct role in peace- and state-building.   

     A first prescriptive approach, the international community can persist in trying to 

implement the liberal institutionalist model. Institutionalist methods of conflict resolution 

emphasize the role of external mediation in establishing procedures, rules and 

institutional settings that incorporate the interests of all segments of society, allowing for 

peaceful co-existence. From this perspective, non-state actors can be co-opted and 

integrated into the system by distributing economic resources and political power. Giving 

rebel leaders and their movement a stake in the system is expected to change their 

attitudes and preferences.1098 In the political domain, the current model entails setting up 

democratic and inclusive institutions that lead the country towards elections. Economic 

reforms include macro-economic measures to stabilize the currency, realign expenditures 

and control inflation, as well as to liberalize the economy more generally. Finally, 

security reforms aim to establish a monopoly of force, by integrating rebel groups into 

the state, and to ensure that the security apparatus operates according to liberal norms.1099  

     Critics of the liberal institutionalist approach “highlight its emphasis of Eurocentric 

and state-centred models, a lack of local ownership, and the production of hybrid 

institutions that may cause more problems than they help to solve.”1100 In South Sudan, as 

has been the case elsewhere, this project of social engineering has been largely 

inconsequential to the outcomes. The successes are hard to identify, while these policies 

																																																								
1098 Hoffman and Schneckener, “Engaging Non-State Armed Actors in State- and Peace-building,” (2011): 606-613. 

1099 Ottaway, “Rebuilding State Institutions in Collapsed States,” (2002): 1006. 

1100 Kurtenbach, “No One Size Fits All: A Global Approach to Peace,” (2017): 6. 



	

	 323	

have, at times, generated destabilizing effects and potentially hindered the ability to build 

state institutions.1101 In practice, given the need to reach a compromise among warring 

elites, ostensibly liberal peace deals involve a significant degree of compromise on 

normative ideals of democracy and human rights.1102 The approach to building the state 

in South Sudan since 2014 can be classified as a “bargain-basement imperial solution.” 

External actors provided the model, but have contributed minimal resources and instead 

entrusted the country’s warlords to create a set of hollow structures.1103   

     A second prescriptive strategy that could be adopted in weak and conflicted states is 

international trusteeship or shared sovereignty, which represents an even more 

interventionist liberal approach. While some scholars call for the threat or use of force to 

coerce the warring parties to submit to external solutions, others envision a more 

consensual form of engagement. In the context of South Sudan, a trusteeship model has 

been endorsed in one form or another by a variety of sources, including national political 

figures (Pagan Amum), US government officials (Kate Almquist Knopf) and scholars 

(John Young).1104 Calls for this more benign imperial option stem from the realization 

that the institutional solution has virtually zero chance of success without a major and 

sustained commitment on the part of the international community. This suggestion is 

justified based on the assertion that the government has failed to perform key state 

functions, such as providing services, due to a lack of legitimate institutions.1105 
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     James Fearon and David Laitin propose a coercive model of trusteeship in which “lead 

states” with national security or economic interests in a collapsed state are recruited to 

run the intervention. In their view, any exit strategy must be focused on developing local 

ownership for missions (e.g. taxation capacity).1106 Stephen Krasner advocates for a 

consensual vision of governance for weak and failed states based on shared sovereignty 

contracts in key issue areas, such as managing resources.1107 Shared sovereignty is 

expected to contribute to better governance and democracy by providing national actors 

with more expertise, better-crafted policies and guarantees against predation or abuses of 

power. To justify this approach, Krasner asserts that, in countries marked by conflict, 

poverty, limited governance capacity and illiberalism, “the prospects for developing full-

fledged democracy based solely on domestic resources and actors are poor.”1108 

     Imposing a coercive form of trusteeship would require foreign troops to be stationed 

in a host country to maintain the peace and for donor agencies to intervene directly to 

build state institutions. In a practical sense, this approach is limited by the reality that the 

international community lacks the collective will, means and capacity to “fix” every 

failed or conflicted state according to Western norms of good governance. It would 

therefore be impossible to implement this approach on a global scale. When discussing 

South Sudan, Gérard Prunier has raised doubts over which organization should undertake 

such an endeavor. The UN’s performance has been lacklustre, while IGAD and the AU 

lack the means or the political coherence to implement this model, which also contradicts 

their anti-colonial ideology. No world power, including the United States and China, has 
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been ready to accept such a task, something we should probably be thankful for.1109 

Although the idea of third-party management of South Sudan’s public finances was 

raised, any abdication of state sovereignty would not sit well with China.1110  

     Any coercive form of trusteeship would, by its very nature, not be democratic or 

internally legitimate. Executive authority would be vested primarily with external actors 

and international legal sovereignty would be suspended for an indefinite period of 

time.1111 Africa has had too many negative experiences with colonialism for their people 

to accept such an abdication of their country’s sovereignty.1112 It should therefore be 

questioned whether it is right that external actors attempt to force states emerging from 

conflict to adopt a set of liberal institutions that do not emerge from or reflect existing 

practices in the host society. The underlying assumption that guides calls for international 

trusteeship is that countries cannot recover from conflict on their own and that foreign 

intervention is the best strategy for state-building. In practice, external actors do not fully 

understand the causes of conflict and the way to build state institutions.1113 

     Meanwhile, the idea of adopting a voluntary form of shared sovereignty in South 

Sudan is highly unrealistic. This model mistakenly assumes that there is a unified state or 

sovereign power that controls the entirety of the country’s territory and legitimately 

represents the populace to be able to consent. Krasner emphasizes that shared sovereignty 

is not something to be imposed and that the legitimacy of these institutions depends on 

their voluntary acceptance by the national government. Therein lies the problem, given 
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that the Kiir regime has demonstrated itself to be extremely hostile to any instance of 

what it views as foreign interference.1114 For Krasner, external actors cannot finance these 

projects because “the party who is footing the bill is unlikely to accept the limits on its 

control that shared sovereignty demands.”1115 Gaining access to donor funds is, however, 

the only reason why the government in South Sudan would ever agree to this model. 

     A third prescriptive approach that members of the international community can take, 

realist interventionism involves supporting one side in a civil war, based on geopolitical 

and strategic interests, to ensure that the fighting ends swiftly and power is consolidated. 

Realist scholars focus on the extent to which the state is capable of applying force to 

marginalize, contain and eliminate rivals to its power. From this perspective, armed 

groups can only be pressured to change their behavior through countervailing power.1116 

Some observers argue that the AU should have gone into South Sudan and created a 

monopoly of force in the region through military intervention. Practically speaking, this 

would mean the AU putting its full military support behind Kiir’s SPLM/A to create a 

strong central government that can wipe out all of the rebels and militia groups.1117    

     The idea of foreign states choosing a side in a civil war is unpalatable for most 

academics, policymakers and civil society groups in South Sudan. While military victory 

is associated with a decreased likelihood in the re-emergence of conflict, it does not 

generally produce a democratic order. A total military victory would deepen the levels of 

structural violence and put minority groups at risk of being massacred by a repressive 
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state.1118 The effectiveness of this approach must also be questioned. Ethiopia’s invasion 

of Somalia in 2006 pushed the Islamic Court Union (ICU) out of Mogadishu, but 

ultimately strengthened al-Shabab, the ICU’s militant wing, when foreign troops 

withdrew in 2009. France was also unable to fully subdue Islamist militants in northern 

Mali during its 2012 to 2014 military intervention.1119 By propping up one side over the 

other and disrupting the balance of power, military intervention may exacerbate conflict 

through a mechanism that Alan Kuperman calls the “moral hazard of intervention.”1120 

     A fourth policy approach that is available to the international community, Jeremy 

Weinstein defines autonomous recovery as a “process through which countries achieve a 

lasting peace, a systematic reduction in violence, and postwar political and economic 

development in the absence of international intervention.”1121 This can be contrasted with 

aided recovery, where foreign intervention plays a significant role in bringing war to an 

end, maintaining a negotiated settlement and assisting in the recovery effort. As Noami 

Pendle and Sukanya Podder have identified, the growing evidence that external actors are 

incapable of building empirical, democratic and legitimate state institutions has caused 

the academic focus to shift towards a so-called “Tillyan” approach to state-building. This 
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would entail relying on clashes between various local power wielders and supporting 

more local expressions of the state’s authority to bring about a lasting peace.1122    

     This non-interventionist realist approach would involve the international community 

washing its hands of the need to peace- and state-build South Sudan entirely. From this 

perspective, the warring parties must “fight it out” until one entity emerges victorious and 

consolidates power or a balance of power is achieved. In this scenario, external actors 

would remain impartial in a civil war and completely disengage from the politics of 

intervention. A mutually hurting stalemate or one side exacting a decisive defeat may 

force all sides to be more inclined to enter into a power-sharing deal. The competition 

between rival forms of order and authority is viewed as part of a more authentic process 

of state formation. The role of indigenous and local actors in governance “is a legacy of 

colonial practices of indirect rule, a product of negotiated or mediated forms of statehood, 

and at times a remnant of rebel attempts at state building.”1123 

     Edward Luttwak made the argument that, when wars are allowed to “run their natural 

course” (i.e. belligerents become exhausted or one side wins decisively), warfare can 

resolve political conflicts and lead to a lasting peace. For Luttwak, war only brings peace 

after a culminating phase of violence has passed. Negotiated ceasefires tend to artificially 

freeze the conflict and prevent war-induced exhaustion from materializing. By shielding 

the weaker side, a peace deal can lead to an indefinite state of war.1124 Similarly, Robert 

Wagner argued that military victories create the conditions for the winning party to be 

able to consolidate its power after the war has ended. With potential rivals too weak to 
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influence politics or to restart the war, the winner is free to mount relatively unified 

actions.1125 The claim that military victories produce a more lasting and stable peace is 

supported by much of the quantitative evidence.1126 Roy Licklider, for example, reported 

that civil wars did not recur in 85% of the countries that experienced a military victory, 

while war resumed in 50% of the conflicts settled by means of negotiation.1127 

     In Europe, state-builders fought wars to secure the unrivalled right to collect taxes and 

access sources of credit within a delimited territory. For Tilly, the development of 

bureaucratic capacity was the by-product of the war-making process, through the 

interaction between conflict, extraction and capital accumulation.1128 Weinstein argues 

that the international community’s actions to end the bloodshed stunt internal processes 

of institutionalization from taking place that, in the long run, may produce a stable 

political order. Military victories, by forging a more permanent post-war distribution of 

power, make it easier to enact significant policy reforms and to extend the reach of state 

power. Autonomous recovery rewards strong movements that have demonstrated their 

capacity to capture territory and consolidate control. War separates out those groups that 

can mobilize resources “from those incapable of turning rhetorical claims into power.”1129  

     A heavy reliance on foreign actors to provide security or deliver services can obstruct 

legitimacy building and delay improvements in the capacity of the state machinery. 

Proponents of autonomous recovery assume that traditional systems are an important and 
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enduring component of the governance landscape in places like South Sudan. Policy-

makers and practitioners who seek to undermine them are therefore doomed to fail.1130 

Two key elements of “bottom-up” approaches are: (1) a reliance on conflict or 

competition between rival groups to form the basis of the social order and (2) the fusion 

of traditional and formal governance structures. Non-state and community-based security 

actors, such as customary authorities, rebel groups or local militias, have the capacity to 

both create greater insecurity and to build more legitimate forms of indigenous authority. 

The territorial co-existence of weak state authority with non-state forms of social 

authority produces “hybrid political orders” (i.e. mediated forms of statehood).1131  

     Ottaway cites Uganda, Ethiopia and Eritrea as countries where a more or less 

successful process of autonomous recovery was undertaken.1132 Although these three 

states continue to face civil conflict and do not fit the Weberian mould in every way, their 

governments are nonetheless capable of controlling most of their territory and enforcing 

policies within that domain. In the absence of legitimate institutional mechanisms, 

restoring order was only possible by recourse to the raw power generated by an armed 

movement. Somalia, conversely, has remained a de jure state since 1991, despite many 

attempts by the international community to rebuild it. Somaliland and Puntland, by 

contrast, have emerged out of the breakdown in central governance as de facto states that 

still reside within Somalia’s international legal jurisdiction.1133 The Federal Government 
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of Somalia, established in 2012, has little real power and its writ does not cover much of 

the country, where warlord or clan leaders (e.g. al-Shabaab) maintain power bases.1134  

     In Somaliland, the Somali National Movement’s (SNM) ability to achieve a military 

victory, combined with the relative lack of foreign assistance, natural resources, external 

mediation and international recognition, are factors that have arguably been constitutive 

of its project of state formation. Forced to depend on its citizens and the diaspora 

population, leaders in Somaliland harnessed their wartime experience to devise a system 

that combines the traditional clan-based institutions with the more modern structures of a 

Western democratic state. The success of bottom-up state-building in Somaliland is often 

attributed to the reliance on institutional practices that are rooted in traditional Somali 

concepts of consultative, consensual and deliberative form of governance.1135 This model 

cannot, however, simply be transposed to other contexts and South Sudan is at a 

structural disadvantage owing to, for example, the presence of oil. In addition, ethnic 

heterogeneity, differences in political demography and colonial legacies of institutional 

underdevelopment undermine the applicability of a Tillyan approach in this context. 

     Despite how little will the warring parties have demonstrated to implement the peace 

deal, international policy-makers generally reject the “give war a chance” thesis.1136 In 

opposition to the idea of autonomous recovery, the ethnically motivated massacre of 

Nuer in Juba and the cycle of revenge attacks that followed suggest that, in the absence of 

the IGAD-led mediation process, “a cycle of genocidal violence might have ensued.”1137 
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Beyond the obvious human rights concerns, the trouble with promoting autonomous 

recovery in South Sudan is that a decisive military victory has been elusive. There are too 

many armed groups in the country to expect that true consolidation can take place out of 

this war. The SPLM/A has never been able to achieve a decisive military victory and 

impose its power over the entirety of its purported territory (i.e. to defeat every militia 

and “guy with a gun”). The state and the economy in South Sudan have been devastated 

by decades of war. From this perspective, giving war chance would lead to prolonged 

suffering and there is no guarantee that a stable political order will ultimately emerge.1138 

     The idea of allowing traditional systems to unfold on their own terms is often opposed 

based on their presumed incompatibility with international human rights and rule of law 

standards. Customary systems may employ or condone practices that reinforce existing 

power imbalances, thus marginalizing women, youth and ethnic minorities. Although 

checks and balances do exist in traditional systems, criticisms of corruption stem from the 

fact that power is exercised without formal accountability mechanisms. Identity-based 

systems of authority can reinforce divisions and at times subject minority groups to the 

customs of others. The idea of measuring customary systems against the benchmark of a 

consolidated, democratic and human rights compliant state is, however, removed from 

post-conflict realities. Comparisons should instead be made with the existing state 

institutions, which are in this case are also patriarchal, unaccountable and repressive.1139 

     Criticisms of the non-interventionist realist approach often compare the prospect of 

doing nothing to an idealized version of what external actors hope to achieve. The actual 

trade-off is between temporarily plugging the violence but allowing deaths to accumulate 
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over time as a country returns to war and lives lost in the immediate term in support of a 

long-term process of state-building.1140 While abdicating to an internal bargaining 

process is more likely to eventually produce an empirical state, there is no guarantee that 

this will be a benevolent one. Autonomous recovery selects leaders who are good at 

fighting, but are often highly repressive in the post-war period.1141 Leaders in Uganda, 

Ethiopia, Eritrea and Rwanda have used their military victories to implement far-reaching 

changes in the structure and practice of governance, but have also been implicated in the 

region’s conflict and exhibited various dictatorial tendencies.1142 

     A final prescriptive approach, and the one advocated here, would entail following the 

“do no harm” principle. Rather than trying to transport democracy, build institutions and 

reorient the way politics function in South Sudan, the international community’s role 

would be limited mainly to providing humanitarian assistance and protecting innocents. 

The preceding analysis made clear that the liberal institutionalist model is incompatible 

with the manner in which state power is consolidated. Realistically, the international 

community’s only option is to allow domestic groups to take the lead in either restoring a 

collapsed state or in destroying it completely. The formation of state institutions is the 

outcome of these clashes between the state and society. This internal bargaining process 

will undoubtedly be long and arduous. In the short term, if foreign actors were to 

disengage completely, however, there could be dire humanitarian consequences.  

     Tilly identifies internal bargaining among competing military, economic and social 

forces as the primary mechanism that leads to the consolidation of state institutions. This 

																																																								
1140 Balthasar, “Peace-building as state-building? Rethinking Liberal Interventionism in Contexts of Emerging States,” (2017): 480. 

1141 South Sudan Researcher. Interview conducted on January 10, 2014 in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. 

1142 Weinstein, “Autonomous Recovery and International Intervention,” (2005): 27. 
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is only the case in situations where state rulers are forced to depend on the citizenry to 

sustain their power and are conditioned by an external threat environment.1143 In line with 

this analysis, a “do no harm” approach would be designed to strengthen the state/society 

mechanism that produces internal accountability by pursuing external accountability, 

supporting the growth of civil society and providing humanitarian assistance for those 

most vulnerable.1144 A key failure in South Sudan has been the lack of internal and 

external accountability on the part of the state elite. An example of a policy approach that 

would encourage an internal bargaining process would be to eliminate foreign aid and 

loans going directly to the government. Other “sticks” that may have a limited degree of 

success include targeted sanctions, arms embargoes and transitional justice mechanisms. 

     In sum, this analysis has identified broader structural factors to explain the persistence 

of conflict and inability to build empirical state institutions in South Sudan. Relevant 

factors include: the incipient nature of the state, the character of the relevant rebel 

movements, the country’s interactions within anarchic regional and global systems, the 

presence of an easily lootable resource (oil) and the arbitrary nature of African states. 

From this perspective, the international community’s failed attempts to state-build South 

Sudan during the CPA years are not primarily responsible for the civil war. The case 

study casts doubt on the ability of external and internal actors to bring about lasting 

peace, build a Weberian state and transport democracy. The role of external actors should 

be more limited and focused on humanitarian objectives, rather than trying to re-engineer 

the entire framework of South Sudanese society. The international community can play a 

role in stabilizing the situation, but must then hand the process over for local responses. 

																																																								
1143 Tilly, Coercion, Capital and European States (1992). 

1144 Huntington, Political Order in Changing Societies (2006).   
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     These variables are difficult to disentangle. As such, areas for future research and 

theory building involve using process tracing to determine which variable was most 

determinative of the outcomes in South Sudan. Another path for future research involves 

comparing more explicitly what was learned on an institutional level from South Sudan’s 

2005, 2015 and 2018 peace deals. A final avenue for future theory-building research 

involves undertaking similar studies of other relevant cases. South Sudan is a particularly 

adverse context in which to pursue a liberal institutionalist model. Some important 

insights were drawn from studying such a difficult case. In addition, liberal interventions 

and conflicts that emerge from the nature of the state are common problems among many 

African countries. Still, any single case cannot fully prove or disprove the efficacy of the 

liberal model. Going forward, it will be crucial to study other examples of liberal 

interventionism and state-building in Africa to draw insights from these comparisons. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



	

	 336	

Bibliography 
 
Adeba, Brian. “On Power and Equatorians in South Sudan.” African Arguments, March 

23, 2015; africanarguments.org/2015/03/23/on-power-and-equatorians-in-south-
sudan-by-brian-adeba/ 

 
Adeba, Adeba. “Making Sense of the White Army’s Return in South Sudan.” Centre for 

Security Governance (2015): 1-22. 
 
Adeba, Brian. “Where Does Durable Peace Lie?” New African, April 3, 2015; 

newafricanmagazine.com/10445/ 
 
Adeba, Brian et al. “Breaking out of the Spiral in South Sudan.” Enough Project (2018): 

1-16. 
 
Adeba, Adeba, Brad Brooks-Rubin, John Prendergast and Jon Temin. “Breaking out of 

the Spiral in South Sudan: Anti-Money Laundering, Network Sanctions and a 
New Peacemaking Architecture.” Enough Project (2018): 1-16. 

 
Adeba, Brian and the Enough Project Team. “A Hijacked State: Violent Kleptocracy in 

South Sudan.” Enough Project (2019): 1-55. 
 
African Union. “Final Report of the AU Commission of Inquiry on South Sudan.” 

(2014): 1-315; peaceau.org/uploads/auciss.final.report.pdf 
 
Aguto, Ariic David and Zachariah Deng Akol, “Reforming Financial Management in 

South Sudan,” Sudd Institute (2018): 1-18. 
 
Ahmed, Einas. “The CPA and the Dynamics of Post-Conflict Partnership in Sudan.” 

Africa Spectrum 44 (2009): 133-147.  
 
Akec, John. “Saving South Sudan’s National Currency.” Sudan Tribune, August 16, 

2015; sudantribune.com/spip.php?article56071 
 
Akol, Zacharia. “Inclusivity: A Challenge to the IGAD-Led South Sudanese Peace 

Process.” Sudd Institute (2014): 1-15. 
 
Alden, Chris, Monika Thakur and Matthew Arnold. Militias and the Challenges of Post-

Conflict Peace (London/New York: Zen Books, 2011). 
 
Allen, Elise Ann. “Catholic Architect of South Sudan’s Peace Process Says Political Will 

is There.” Crux, February 17, 2020; cruxnow.com/church-in-
africa/2020/02/catholic-architect-of-south-sudans-peace-process-says-political-
will-is-there/ 

 



	

	 337	

Amnesty International. “South Sudan: African Union Peace and Security Council Stands 
in the Way of Justice.” January 30, 2015; 
amnesty.org/en/latest/news/2015/01/south-sudan-african-union-peace-and-
security-council-stands-way-justice-south-sudan/ 

 
Among, Barbara. “Will Entebbe Talks Deliver Peace?” AllAfrica, August 8, 2017; 

theeastafrican.co.ke/news/Will-Entebbe-talks-deliver-peace/2558-4048852-
6ynyldz/index.html 

 
Amusan, Lere. “Germinating Seeds of Future Conflicts in South Sudan.” African Conflict 

and Peacebuilding Review 4 (2014): 120-133. 
 
Anderlini, Sanam Naraghi and Camille Pampell Conaway. “Security Sector Reform.” 

Inclusive Security, Sustainable Peace: A Toolkit for Advocacy and Action 
(2005): 31-40. 

 
Andersen, Louise Riis. “Something’s Gotta Give: Security Sector Reform and United 

Nations Peace Operations.” African Security 5 (2012): 217-235. 
 
Andersen, Louise Riis. “Security Sector Reform and the Dilemmas of Liberal 

Peacebuilding.” DIIS Working Paper (2011): 1-21. 
 
Apuuli, Kasaija Philip. “Explaining the (Il)legality of Uganda’s Intervention in the 

Current South Sudan Conflict.” African Security Review (2014): 352-369. 
 
Arieff, Alexis. “Crisis in Mali.” Congressional Research Service (2013): 1-21. 
 
Arnold, Matthew. “SSDF: Patriots, Collaborators or Spoilers?” Journal of Modern 

African Studies (2007): 489-516. 
 
Arnold, Matthew and Chris Alden. “This Gun is Our Food: Demilitarizing the White 

Army Militias of South Sudan.” Norwegian Institute of International Affairs 
Working Paper No. 722 (2007): 361-385. 

 
Ashaba, Ivan, Sebastian A. Paolo and Samuel Adu-Gyamfi. “State Fragility, Regime 

Survival and Spoilers in South Sudan.” International Journal of Afro-Asiatic 
Studies 23/1 (2019): 77-99. 

 
Astill-Brown, Jeremy. “South Sudan’s Slide into Conflict: Revisiting the Past and 

Reassessing Partnerships.” Chatham House (2014): 1-16. 
 
Aturjong, Maj. Gen. Dau. “Bahr el Ghazal Consultative Meeting’s Resolutions.” SPLM-

IO Document, December 6, 2014. 
 
Atzili, Boaz. “When Good Fences Make Bad Neighbors.” International Security 31 

(2006): 139-173. 



	

	 338	

 
Autesserre, Séverine. “The Crisis of Peacekeeping: Why the UN Can’t End Wars.” 

Foreign Affairs 98 (2019): 101.  
 
Awolich, Abraham. “Federal Democracy: A Strategic Institutional Choice for South 

Sudan.” Sudd Institute (2013): 1-10. 
 
Awolich, Abraham. “The Question of Ugandan Troops in South Sudan.” Sudd Institute 

(2014): 1-6. 
 
Awolich, Abraham. “The Mediation Pendulum and the Challenges that Underlie the 

Peace Implementation in South Sudan.” Sudd Institute (2015): 1-14. 
 
Awolich, Abraham. “Political Parties and the Push for Political Consensus.” Sudd 

Institute (2015): 1-15. 
 
Abraham Awolich, “Challenge of Constitutionalism and Separation of Powers Doctrine 

in South Sudan.” Sudd Institute (2016): 1-12. 
 
Awolich, Abraham. “Fixing Governance is Key to Stability in South Sudan.” Sudd 

Intitute (2018): 1-17. 
 
Awolich, Abraham and Zacharia Diing Akol. “The SPLM Leadership Contest: An 

Opportunity for Change or a Crisis of Governance?” Sudd Institute (2013): 1-8. 
 
Badley, Naseem. “The Strategic Instrumentalization of Land Tenure in ‘State-Building’: 

The Case of Juba, South Sudan.” Africa 83 2013: 57-77. 
 
Ball, Nicole. “Dilemmas of Security Sector Reform: Response to ‘Security Sector 

Reform in Developing and Transitional Countries.” Berghof Institute (2004): 1-
9. 

 
Balthasar, Dominik. “Between State and Non-State: Somaliland’s Emerging Security 

Order.” Small Arms Survey (2010): 146-173. 
 
Balthasar, Dominik. “Peacebuilding as State-Building? Rethinking Liberal 

Interventionism in Contexts of Emerging States.” Conflict, Security and 
Development 17 (2017): 473-491. 

 
Balthasar, Dominik. “On the (In)Compatibility of Peace-Building and State-Making: 

Evidence from Somaliland.” The Journal of Development Studies 55 (2019): 
457-472. 

 
Barnett, Michael. “Building a Republican Peace: Stabilizing States After War.” 

International Security 30 (2006): 87-112. 
 



	

	 339	

Barnett, Michael and Christoph Zurcher. “The Peacebuilder’s Contract: How External 
Statebuilding Reinforces Weak Statehood.” In The Dilemmas of Statebuilding: 
Confronting the Contradictions of Postwar Peace Operations. Roland Paris and 
Timothy D. Sisk, eds. (London: Routledge, 2009): 23-52. 

 
Bayart, Jean-Francois. The State in Africa: The Politics of the Belly (Cambridge: Polity, 

2009). 
 
Beck, Ramsey. “South Sudan: Beyond the Ceasefire.” Rift Valley Institute (2015): 1-6. 
 
Bell, Christine and Jan Pospisil. “Navigating Inclusion in Transitions from Conflict: The 

Formalised Political Unsettlement.” Journal of International Development 29 
(2017): 576-593. 

 
Bellamy, Alex. “Security Sector Reform: Prospects and Problems.” Global Change, 

Peace and Security 15 (2003): 101-119. 
 
Belloni, Roberto. “The Birth of South Sudan and the Challenges of Statebuilding.” 

Ethnopolitics 10 (2011): 411-429. 
 
Bennett, Andrew and Colin Elman. “Qualitative Research: Recent Developments in Case 

Study Methods.” Annual Review of Political Science (2006): 455-476. 
 
Bereketeab, Redie. “Self-Determination and Secession in Somaliland and South Sudan: 

Challenges to Post-Colonial Statebuilding.” Nordic Africa Institute (2012): 1-20. 
 
Berger, Carol. “Ethnocide as a Tool of State-Building: South Sudan and the Never-

ending War.” Working Paper (2019): 1-74. 
 
Bior, Bior K. “Evaluation of the Implementation of the Security Arrangement of the 

ARCSS.” Sudd Institute (2018): 1-10. 
 
Binningsbo, Helga Malmin and Siri Aas Rustad. “Sharing the Wealth: A Pathway to 

Peace or a Trail to Nowhere?” Conflict Management and Peace Science (2012): 
547-566. 

 
Bhattacharjee, Abhijit and Hassan Ali Gadkarim. “Evaluation of Sudan DDR 

Programme.” UNDP Sudan (2012): 1-35. 
 
Blanchard, Lauren Ploch. “The Crisis in South Sudan.” Congressional Research Service 

(2014): 1-21. 
 
Blanchard, Lauren Ploch. “Conflict in South Sudan and the Challenges Ahead,” 

Congressional Research Service (2016): 1-26. 
 



	

	 340	

Blaydes, Lisa and Jennifer De Maio. “Spoiling the Peace? Peace Process Exclusivity and 
Political Violence in North-Central Africa.” Civil Wars 12 (2010): 3-28. 

 
Boege, Volker et al. “On Hybrid Political Orders and Emerging States: State Formation 

in the Context of Fragility.” Berghof Institute (2008): 1-21. 
 
Boswell, Alan. “Is South Sudan’s Peace Deal Unravelling?” The Organization for World 

Peace, June 18, 2020; theowp.org/reports/is-south-sudans-peace-deal-
unravelling/ 

 
Botea, Roxana and Brian Taylor. “Tilly-Tally: Mar-Making and State-Making in the 

Contemporary Third World.” International Studies Review 10 (2008): 27-56. 
 
Bratton, Michael and Eric Chang. “State Building and Democratization in Sub-Saharan 

Africa: Forwards, Backwards or Together?” Comparative Political Studies 39 
(2006): 1059-1083. 

 
Breitung, Claudia. “South Sudan’ Stalled Peace Process: Security Arrangements in Need 

of Adjustment.” BICC (2017): 1-8. 
 
Brosché, Johan. “Sharing Power – Enabling Peace? Evaluating Sudan’s Comprehensive 

Peace Agreement of 2005.” Department of Peace and Conflict Research, 
Uppsala University (2009): 1-54. 

 
Brzoska, Michael and Andreas Heinemann-Gruder. “Security Sector Reform and Post-

Conflict. Reconstruction Under International Auspices.” In Reform and 
Reconstruction of the Security Sector Alan Bryden and Heiner Hanggi, eds. 
(New Brunswich and London: Transaction Publishers, 2004): 121-142. 

 
Bubna, Mayank. “South Sudan’s Militias.” Enough Project (2014): 1-14. 
 
Call, Charles. “Building States to Build Peace? A Critical Analysis.” Journal of 

Peacebuilding and Development 4 (2008): 60-74. 
 
Call, Charles and Elizabeth Cousens. “Ending Wars and Building Peace: International 

Responses to War-Torn Societies.” International Studies Perspectives 9 (2008): 
1-27. 

 
CAR. “Weapons Supplies into South Sudan’s Civil War.” Conflict Armament Research 

(2018): 1-101. 
 
Carney, Timothy. “Some Assembly Required: Sudan’s Comprehensive Peace 

Agreement.” United States Institute of Peace (2007): 1-14. 
 
Case, Kelly. “Implementing a More Inclusive Peace Agreement in South Sudan.” 

Inclusive Security (2016): 1-8. 



	

	 341	

 
Chama Cha Mapinduzi. “Arusha Communique: Agreement on the Reunification of the 

SPLM.” January 21, 2015; cmi.fi/wp-
content/uploads/2015/01/agreement_on_reunification_SPLM_210115_compress
ed.pdf 

 
Cheeseman, Nic. “The Internal Dynamics of Power Sharing in Africa.” Democratization 

18 (2011): 336-365. 
 
Chabal, Patrick and Jean-Pierre Daloz. Africa Works: Disorder as a Political Instrument 

(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1999). 
 
Clapham, Christopher. Africa and the International System: The Politics of State Survival 

(Cambridge University Press, 1996). 
 
Clapham, Christopher. “War and State Formation in Ethiopia and Eritrea.” The Global 

Site (2000): 1-16. 
 
Clarkson, Angus. “Fools Rush in Where Angels Fear to Tread: Challenges for South 

Sudan and the International Community.” Friedrich Ebert Stiftung (2011): 1-8. 
 
Cliffe, Lionel. “Regional Dimensions of Conflict in the Horn of Africa.” Third World 

Quarterly 20 (1999): 89-111. 
 
Clottey, Peter. “Uganda Begins Troop Withdrawal from South Sudan.” VOA News, 

October 22, 2015; voanews.com/africa/uganda-begins-troop-withdrawal-south-
sudan 

 
Collier, Paul. “The Political Economy of Natural Resources.” Social Research 77 (2010): 

1105-1132. 
 

Cohen, Youssef, Brian R. Brown and AFK Organski, “The Paradoxical Nature of State 
Making: The Violent Creation of Order,” The American Political Science 
Review 75 (1981): 901-910. 

 
Copeland, Casie. “South Sudan and IGAD: Seize the Day.” International Crisis Group 

Blog, January 15, 2015; strathink.net/regional-issues/from-international-crisis-
group-south-sudan-and-igad/ 

 
Copnall, James. “South Sudan: Snapshots of a Divided Country.” African Arguments,  

November 5, 2014; africanarguments.org/2014/11/05/south-sudan-snapshots-of-
a-divided-country-by-james-copnall/ 

 
Copnall, James. “South Sudan Peace Talks Stutter as Economy Becomes Casualty of 

War.” Guardian, December 9, 2014; theguardian.com/world/2014/dec/09/south-
sudan-peace-talks-economy-casualty-of-war 



	

	 342	

 
Copnall, James. “South Sudan: Obstacles to a Lasting Peace.” BBC News, August 26, 

2015; bbc.com/news/world-africa-33912156 
 
Copnall, James. “What New York Times Article Says About South Sudan.” BBC News 

June 13, 2016; bbc.com/news/world-africa-36503528  
 
Curless, Gareth and Annemarie Peen Rodt. “Sudan and the Not So Comprehensive 

Peace.” Civil Wars (2013): 101-117. 
 
Curtis, Devon. “The Contested Politics of Peacebuilding in Africa.” In Peacebuilding, 

Power and Politics in Africa, Devon Curtis and Gwinyayi Dzinesa, eds. (Athens: 
Ohio University Press, 2012): 1-28. 

 
Craze, Joshua. “Why Peace Agreements in South Sudan Intensify the War Economy.” 

LSE Blogs, July 29, 2020; blogs.lse.ac.uk/africaatlse/2020/07/29/why-peace-
agreements-south-sudan-intensify-war-economy/ 

 
Craze, Joshua. “The Politics of Numbers: On Security Sector Reform in South Sudan, 

2005-2010.” CPAID/GCRF/ESRC (2019): 1-114. 
 
Crossley, Ken. “Why Not to State-Build New Sudan,” In States Within States: Incipient 

Political Entities in the Post-Cold War Era, Paul Kingston and Ian Spears, eds. 
(New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2004): 135-151. 

 
Cust, James and Torfinn Harding. “Oil in South Sudan: Implications from International 

Experience.” International Growth Centre (2013): 1-30. 
 
Dagne, Ted. “The Republic of South Sudan: Opportunities and Challenges for Africa’s 

Newest Country.” Congressional Research Service (2011): 1-28. 
 
Dahir, Abdi Latif. “Efforts to Disarm Communities in South Sudan Fuel Deadly 

Clashes.” New York Times, August 11, 2020; 
nytimes.com/2020/08/11/world/africa/south-sudan-violence-disarmament.html  

 
Deng, David. “Oil and Sustainable Peace in South Sudan.” South Sudan Law Society 

(2014): 1-11. 
 
Deng, David and Anuradha Mittal. “Understanding Land Investment Deals in Africa: 

South Sudan.” Oakland Institute (2011): 1-54. 
 
Deng, Luka Biong. “IGAD: Another Deadline for Peace in South Sudan.” Sudan Tribune, 

April 6, 2015; sudantribune.com/spip.php?article54526 
 
De Sardan, Olivier. “A Moral Economy of Corruption.” The Journal of Modern African 

Studies 37 (1999): 25-52. 



	

	 343	

 
De Waal, Alex. “Missions Without End? Peacekeeping in the African Political 

Marketplace.” International Affairs 85 (2009): 99-113. 
 
De Waal, Alex. “Identity, Rentierism, Secession and Conflict: Analysis and Implications 

of South Sudan.” Oslo Forum Network of Mediators; 
osloforum.org/sites/default/ les /De%20Waal%20-%20South%20Sudan%20-
%20OF%202014%20 Background%20Paper.pdf.  

 
De Waal, Alex. “Reconsidering Sanctions in South Sudan.” African Arguments, 

December 11, 2014; africanarguments.org/2014/12/11/reconsidering-sanctions-
in-south-sudan-by-alex-de-waal/ 

 
De Waal, Alex. “When Kleptocracy Becomes Insolvent: Brute Causes of the Civil War in 

South Sudan.” African Affairs 113 (2014): 347-369. 
 
De Waal, Alex. “Handmaiden to Africa’s Generals.” New York Times, August 15, 2014; 

nytimes.com/2014/08/16/opinion/handmaiden-to-africas-generals.html 
 
De Waal, Alex. “Two Rationales for Imposing Sanctions on South Sudan.” African 

Arguments, August 24, 2015; africanarguments.org/2015/08/24/two-rationales-
for-imposing-sanctions-on-south-sudan/ 

 
De Waal, Alex. “South Sudan: Why a Political Crackdown Accompanies a Peace 

Agreement.” African Arguments, September 11, 2015; 
africanarguments.org/2015/09/11/south-sudan-why-a-political-crackdown-
accompanies-a-peace-agreement/ 

 
De Simone, Sara. “Post-Conflict Decentralization: Dynamics of Land and Power in Unity 

State, South Sudan.” UNISCI Discussion Paper (2013): 35-55. 
 
De Simone, Sara. “Playing the ‘Fragile State’ Card: The SPLM and State Extraversion.” 

The Journal of Modern African Studies (2018): 395-420. 
 
De Vries, Lotje and Mareike Schomerus. “South Sudan’s Civil War Will not End With a 

Peace Deal.” Peace Review 29 (2017): 333-340. 
 
Deng, Mark Atem Wek. “The Importance of Judicial Independence to the Administration 

of Justice: The Case of South Sudan.” Sudd Institute, July 5, 2016: 1-11. 
 
Dersso, Solomon. “International Law and the Self-Determination of South Sudan.” 

Institute for Security Studies (2012): 1-12. 
 
DFID. “Security Sector Development and Defence Transformation.” Department for 

International Development, September 1, 2017;  
              devtracker.dfid.gov.uk/projects/GB-1-200329  



	

	 344	

 
Divjak, Boris and Michael Pugh. “The Political Economy of Corruption in Bosnia and 

Herzegovina.” International Peacekeeping 3 (2008): 373-386. 
 
Dizolele, Mvemba Phezo and Pascal Kalume Kambale. “DRC’s Crumbling Legitimacy.” 

Journal of Democracy 23 (2012): 109-120. 
 
Donais, Timothy. “Inclusion or Exclusion? Local Ownership and SSR.” Studies in Social 

Justice (2009): 117-131. 
 
Dorrey, Peter. “China is Stealthily Arming Troops in South Sudan.” The Week, March 11, 

2015; theweek.com/articles/543301/china-stealthily-arming-troops-south-sudan 
 
Doyle, Michael. “Three Pillars of the Liberal Peace.” American Political Science Review 

99 (2005): 463-466. 
 
Duke, Geoffrey. “Arms Transfers to South Sudan Ensure a Violent Future for a People 

Desperate for Peace.” Sudan Tribune, January 28, 2015; 
sudantribune.com/spip.php?article53796 

 
Ebo, Adedeji. “The Role of Security Sector Reform in Sustainable Development: Donor 

Policy Trends and Challenges.” Conflict, Security and Development (2007): 27-
60. 

 
Egnell, Robert and Peter Halden. “Laudable, Ahistorical and Overambitious: Security 

Sector Reform Meets State Formation Theory.” Conflict, Security and 
Development (2009): 27-54. 

 
El-Affendi, Abdelwahab. “The Impasse in the IGAD Peace Process for Sudan: The 

Limits of Regional Peacemaking?” African Affairs 100 (2001): 581-599. 
 
El-Affendi, Abdelwahab. “The Oslo Accords, the Sudanese ‘Comprehensive Peace 

Agreement’ and Their ‘Spirals of Insecurity.’” Journal of Peace, Conflict and 
Development 17 (2011): 1-22. 

 
Elias, Norbert. The Civilizing Process: Sociogenic and Psychogenic Investigations 

(Hoboken: Blackwell Publishing, 1994). 
 
Ellis, Stephen. “How to Rebuild Africa.” Foreign Affairs 84 (2005): 135-148. 
 
Englebert, Pierre and Denis Tull. “Post-Conflict Reconstruction in Africa: Flawed Ideas 

about Failed States.” International Security 32 (2008): 106-139. 
 
Enough Team. “Beyond Deadlock: Recommendations for Obama’s Plan B on South 

Sudan.” Enough Project (2015): 1-21. 
 



	

	 345	

Enough Team. “Addressing South Sudan’s Economic and Fiscal Crisis.” Enough Project 
Report (2016): 1-8. 

 
Eriksen, Stein Sundstol. “The Liberal Peace is Neither: Peacebuilding, Statebuilding and 

the Reproduction of Conflict in the Democratic Republic of Congo.” 
International Peacekeeping 16 (2009): 652-666. 

 
Enough Team. “Regional Power, Profit Obstruct Peace in South Sudan.” Enough Project, 

June 10, 2015; enoughproject.org/press-releases/regional-power-profit-obstruct-
peace-south-sudan 

 
Enough Team. “Weapons of Mass Corruption: How Corruption in South Sudan’s 

Military Undermines he World’s Newest Country.” Enough Project (2017): 1-
25. 

 
Eubank, Nicholas. “Peace-Building Without External Assistance: Lessons from 

Somaliland.” Center for Global Development (2010): 1-37. 
 
Fabricius, Peter. “South Sudan: Is China’s Africa Policy Shifting?” Institute of Security 

Studies, November 6, 2014; politicsweb.co.za/news-and-analysis/south-sudan-is-
chinas-africa-policy-shifting 

 
Fearon, James and David Laitin. “Neo-Trusteeship and the Problem of Weak States.” 

International Security 28 (2004): 5-43. 
 
Fleischner, Justine. “Deadly Enterprise: Dismantling South Sudan’s War Economy and 

Countering Potential Spoilers.” Enough Project (2015): 1-36. 
 
Florea, Adrian. “Rebel Governance in De Facto States.” European Journal of 

International Relations (2020): 1-28. 
 
Forti, Daniel. “A Pocket of Stability: Understanding Somaliland.” ACCORD Occasional 

Paper Series 2 (2011): 1-49.  
 
Frahm, Ole. “Making Borders and Identities in South Sudan.” Journal of Contemporary 

African Studies 33 (2015): 251-267. 
 
Francis, Okech. “South Sudan’s New Tax Body Collects $12.3 Million in First Month.” 

(2019); bloomberg.com/news/articles/2019-02-22/south-sudan-new-tax-body-
collects-12-3-million-in-first-month 

 
Fukuyama, Francis. “The Imperative of State-Building.” Journal of Democracy 15 

(2004): 17-31. 
 
Fukuyama, Francis. “Liberalism Versus State-Building.” Journal of Democracy 18 

(2007): 10-13. 



	

	 346	

 
Galtung, Johan. “Violence, Peace and Peace Research.” Journal of Peace Research 6 

(1969): 167-191. 
 
Gashaw, Tasew. “Child Abduction at the Ethiopia-South Sudan Border: A Human Rights 

Challenge.” Africa Up Close, December 22, 2017; 
africaupclose.wilsoncenter.org/child-abduction-at-the-ethiopia-south-sudan-
border-a-human-rights-challenge/ 

 
Gatkuoth, Maj. Gen. Gathoth. “Upper Nile State Resolutions from Pagak.” SPLM-IO 

Document, November 28, 2014: 1-5. 
 
Geddes, Barbara. “How the Cases You Choose Affect the Answers You Get: Selection 

Bias in Comparative Politics.” Political Analysis (1990): 131-150. 
 
Gerring, John. “What is a Case Study and What is it Good For?” The American Political 

Science Review 98 (2004): 341-354. 
 
Ghali, Boutros-Boutros. “An Agenda for Peace: Preventive Diplomacy, Peacemaking and 

Peace-keeping.” United Nations (1992). 
 
Global Witness. “Fuelling Mistrust: The Need for Transparency in Sudan’s Oil Industry.” 

Global Witness Report (2009): 1-76. 
 
Global Witness. “Blueprint for Prosperity: How South Sudan’s New Laws Hold the Key 

to a Transparent and Accountable Oil Sector.” Global Witness Report (2012): 1-
21. 

 
Global Witness. “Will the Star Shine for South Sudan? Scrutinizing South Sudan’s First 

Post-Independence Oil Deal.” Global Witness Report (2014): 1-12. 
 
Global Witness. “Capture on the Nile.” Global Witness Report (2018): 1-25. 
 
Goldstein, Kenneth. “Getting in the Door: Sampling and Completing Elite Interviews.” 

Political Science and Politics 35 (2002): 669-672. 
 
Gridneff, Ilya. “US in Talks with IMF on South Sudan Aid After Peace.” Bloomberg, 

September 30, 2015; bloomberg.com/news/articles/2015-09-30/u-s-in-talks-
with-imf-on-south-sudan-aid-after-peace-deal  

 
Hass, Felix and Martin Ottmann. “Buying Peace? The Political Economy of Power-

Sharing.” GIGA (2015): 1-8. 
 
Hartzell, Caroline and Matthew Hoddie. “Power Sharing in Peace Settlements: Initiating 

the Transition from Civil War.” In Sustainable Peace: Power and Democracy 



	

	 347	

After Civil Wars Philip Roeder and Donald Rothchild, eds. (Ithaca: Cornell 
University Press, 2005): 

 
Hartzell, Caroline and Matthew Hoddie. “Institutionalizing Peace: Power Sharing and 

Post-Civil War Conflict Management.” American Journal of Political Science 
47 (2003): 318-332. 

 
Hauenstein, Matthew, Madhav Joshi and Jason Michael Quinn. “Report of the Peace 

Accords Matrix Project on the Implementation of the Revitalized Agreement on 
the Resolution of the Conflict in the Republic of South Sudan (R-ARCSS) – 
Observation Period: September 2018 – March 2019.” University of Notre Dame 
(2019): 1-33. 

 
Haysom, Nicholas and Sean Kane. “Negotiating Natural Resources for Peace: 

Ownership, Control and Wealth-Sharing.” Centre for Humanitarian Dialogue 
(2009): 1-36. 

 
Healy, Sally. “Seeking Peace and Security in the Horn of Africa: The Contribution of the 

Intergovernmental Authority on Development.” International Affairs 87 (2011): 
105-120. 

 
Helling, Dominik. “Tillyan Footprints Beyond Europe: War-Making and State-Making in 

the Case of Somaliland.” St Antony’s International Review 6 (2010): 103-123. 
 
Helmke, Gretchen and Steven Levitsky. “Informal Institutions and Comparative Politics: 

A Research Agenda.” Perspectives on Politics 2 (2004): 725-740. 
 
Hemmer, Jort. “Ticking the Box: Elections in Sudan.” Clingendael Institute (2009): 1-35. 
 
Hemmer, Jort and Nick Grinstead. “When Peace is the Exception: Shifting the Donor 

Narrative in South Sudan.” Clinendael (2015): 1-8.  
 
Herbst, Jeffrey. “The Creation and Maintenance of National Boundaries in Africa.” 

International Organization 43 (1989): 673-692. 
 
Herbst, Jeffrey. “Challenges to Africa's Borders in the New World Order.” Journal of 

International Affairs 46 (1992): 17-30. 
 
Herbst, Jeffrey. “Responding to State Failure in Africa.” International Security 21 

(1996): 120-144. 
 
Hessbruegge, Jan Arno. “Customary Law and Authority in a State under Construction: 

The Case of South Sudan.” African Journal of Legal Studies 295 (2012): 295-
311.  

 



	

	 348	

Hoffman, Claudia and Ulrich Schneckener. “Engaging Non-State Actors in State-
Building: Options and Strategies.” International Review of the Red Cross 93 
(2011): 1-19. 

 
Horowitz, Donald. Ethnic Groups in Conflict (Berkeley: University of California Press, 

1985).  
 
Horowitz, Donald. “Democracy in Divided Societies.” Journal of Democracy 4 (1993): 

18-38 
 
Howarth, Kristen. “Connecting the Dots: Liberal Peace and Post-Conflict Violence and 

Crime.” Progress in Development Studies 14 (2014): 261-273. 
 
Human Rights Council. “Report of the Commission on Human Rights in South Sudan.” 

UN General Assembly (2018): 1-133. 
 
Human Rights Watch. “Democracy on Hold: Rights Violations in the April 2010 Sudan 

Elections.” HRW Report (2010): 1-38. 
 
Human Rights Watch. “South Sudan’s New War: Abuses by Government and Opposition 

Forces.” HRW Report (2014): 1-100. 
 
Human Rights Watch. “Soldiers Assume We Are Rebels: Escalating Violence and 

Abuses in South Sudan’s Equatorias.” HRW Report (2017): 1-61. 
 
Human Rights Watch. “South Sudan: No Amnesty for War Crimes.” HRW Online, 

August 10, 2018; hrw.org/news/2018/08/10/south-sudan-no-amnesty-war-crimes  
 
Human Rights Watch. “South Sudan: Reform Abusive Security Agency.” HRW, 

February 19, 2020; hrw.org/news/2020/02/19/south-sudan-reform-abusive-
security-agency 

 
Huntington, Samuel. Political Order in Changing Societies (New Haven and London: 

Yale University Press, 1968). 
 
Hutton, Lauren. “South Sudan: From Fragility at Independence to a Crisis of 

Sovereignty.” Clingendael (2014): 1-48. 
 
Hutton, Lauren. “Aid and Government: Conflict Sensitivity and the State in South 

Sudan.” Conflict Sensitivity Resource Facility (SCRF) (2018): 1-22. 
 
IGAD. “Comprehensive Agreement Between the Government of the Republic of the 

Sudan and the SPLM/A.” (2005): 1-260; refworld.org/pdfid/5b44ac2b4.pdf 
 
IGAD. “Agreement on the Resolution of the Conflict in the Republic of South Sudan 

(ARCSS).” August 17, 2015: 1-64; 



	

	 349	

smallarmssurveysudan.org/fileadmin/docs/documents/IGAD-Compromise-
Agreement-Aug-2015.pdf 

 
IGAD. “Outcome of the Meeting of the Principal Signatory Parties to the Agreement on 

Planning Implementation of the Provisions in Chapter II of the Agreement 21 
October – 3 November 2015.” November 3, 2015; peacemaker.un.org/outcome-
meeting-southsudan-2015 

 
IGAD. “Revitalized Agreement on the Resolution of the Conflict in South Sudan (R-

ARCSS).” September 12, 2018; dropbox.com/s/6dn3477q3f5472d/R-
ARCSS.2018-i.pdf?dl=0 

 
IGAD. “Lessons for IGAD Mediation Arising from the South Sudan Peace Talks, 2013-

2015.” IGAD Report (2020) 1-46. 
 
Institute for Security Studies. “Armed and Angry: Sudan’s Southern Militias Still a 

Threat to Peace.” ISS Report (2004); reliefweb.int/report/sudan/armed-and-
angry-sudans-southern-militias-still-threat-peace  

 
Institute for Security Studies. “PSC Field Visit to South Sudan Still Pending Despite 

‘Enormous Suffering.” ISS Report (2014): 1-20. 
 
International Crisis Group. “Sudan: Regional Perspectives on the Prospect of Southern 

Independence.” ICG Africa Report No. 159 (2010): 1-27. 
 
International Crisis Group, “Politics and Transition in the New South Sudan,” ICG Africa 

Report No. 172 (2011): 1-38. 
 
International Crisis Group. “South Sudan: A Civil War By Any Other Name.” ICG Africa 

Report No. 217 (2014): 1-42. 
 
International Crisis Group. “Jonglei – ‘We Have Always Been at War.’” Africa Report 

No. 221 (2014): 1-49. 
 
International Crisis Group. “South Sudan: Keeping Faith with the IGAD Peace Process.” 

ICG Africa Report 228 (2015): 1-34. 
 
International Crisis Group. “Preventing Renewed War in South Sudan.” ICG Africa 

Statement, July 1, 2016; crisisgroup.org/africa/horn-africa/south-
sudan/preventing-renewed-war-south-sudan 

 
International Crisis Group. “South Sudan’s South: Conflict in the Equatorias.” ICG 

Africa Report No. 236 (2016): 1-43. 
 
International Crisis Group. “South Sudan: Rearranging the Chessboard.” ICG Africa 

Report No. 243 (2016): 1-38. 



	

	 350	

 
International Crisis Group. “China’s Foreign Policy Experiment in South Sudan.” ICG 

Asia Report No. 288  (2017): 1-35. 
 
International Crisis Group. “Salvaging South Sudan’s Peace Deal.” ICG Africa Report 

No. 270 (2019): 1-49. 
 
International Crisis Group, “Al-Shabaab Five Years After Westgate: Still a Menace in 

East Africa,” ICG Africa Report No. 285 (2018): 1-39. 
 
International Crisis Group. “A Major Step Toward Ending South Sudan’s Civil War.” 

ICG Statement, February 25, 2020; crisisgroup.org/africa/horn-africa/south-
sudan/major-step-toward-ending-south-sudans-civil-war 

 
Iyaa, Dominc and Katie Smith. “Women and the Future of South Sudan: Local Insights 

on Building Inclusive Constituencies for Peace.” Search for Common Ground 
(2018): 1-9. 

 
Jackson, Paul. “Security Sector Reform and State Building.” Third World Quarterly 32 

(2011): 1803-1822. 
 
Jackson, Robert and Carl Rosberg. “Why Africa’s Weak States Persist: The Empirical 

and Juridical in Statehood.” World Politics 35 (1982): 1-24. 
 
Jackson, Robert and Carl Rosberg. “Sovereignty and Underdevelopment: Juridical 

Statehood in the African Crisis.” Journal of Modern African Studies 24 (1986): 
1-31. 

 
Jackson, Robert. “Sub-Saharan Africa,” in States in a Changing World: A Contemporary 

Analysis, eds. Robert Jackson and Alan James (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993): 
346-367. 

 
James, Laura. “Fields of Control: Oil and (In)security in Sudan and South Sudan.” Small 

Arms Survey (2015): 1-72. 
 
John, Moses, Philip Wilmot and Nicholas Zaremba. “Resisting Violence: Growing a 

Culture of Nonviolent Action in South Sudan,” United States Institute of Peace 
(2018): 1-18. 

 
Johnson, Douglas. “New Sudan or South Sudan? The Multiple Meanings of Self-

Determination in Sudan’s Comprehensive Peace Agreement.” Civil Wars 15 
(2013): 141-156. 

 
Johnson, Douglas. “Briefing: The Crisis in South Sudan.” African Affairs 113 (2014): 

300-309. 
 



	

	 351	

Johnson, Douglas. “Federalism in the History of South Sudanese Political Thought.” Rift 
Valley Institute (2014): 1-37. 

 
Johnson, Douglas, Aly Verjee and Matthew Pritchard. “After the Khartoum Agreement: 

Boundary Making and the 32 States in South Sudan.” Rift Valley Institute 
Briefing Paper (2018): 1-4. 

 
Jok, Madut Jok. “Insecurity and Ethnic Violence in South Sudan: Existential Threats to 

the State?” Sudd Institute (2012): 1-5. 
 
Jok, Madut Jok. “State, Law and Insecurity in South Sudan.” Fletcher Forum of World 

Affairs 37 (2013): 69-80. 
 
Jok, Madut Jok, Abraham Awolich and Nhial Tiitmamer. “Release of South Sudan’s 

Political Detainees.” Sudd Institute (2014): 1-7. 
 
Jok, Madut Jok. “South Sudan and the Prospects for Peace Amidst Violent Political 

Wrangling.” Sudd Institute (2014): 1-11. 
 
Jok, Madut Jok. “South Sudan’s Crisis: Weighing the Cost of the Stalemate in the Peace 

Process.” Sudd Institute (2014): 1-12. 
 
Jok, Madut Jok. “Development Assistance Versus Humanitarian Aid.” Sudd Institute 

(2016): 1-9. 
 
Jok, Madut Jok. “South Sudan and the Collective Pain of Watching a Peace Agreement 

Struggle for its Life.” Sudd Institute (2019): 1-6. 
 
Joshi, Madhav. “Inclusive Institutions and Stability of Transition Toward Democracy in 

Post-Civil War States.” Democratization 20 (2013): 743-770. 
 
Joshi, Madhav, Sung Yong Lee and Roger Mac Ginty. “Just How Liberal is the Liberal 

Peace?” International Peacekeeping 21 (2014): 364-389. 
 
Juba-Based Observer. “The Military Dynamics of South Sudan’s Civil War.” Enough 

Project (2014): 1-14. 
 
Jung, Jai Kwan. “Power-Sharing and Democracy Promotion in Post-Civil War Peace-

Building.” Democratization (2012): 486-506. 
 
Kamanu, Onyeonoro. “Secession and the Right of Self-Determination: An OAU 

Dilemma.” Journal of Modern African Studies 12 (1974): 
 
Kameir, El-Wathig. “The Political Economy of South Sudan: A Scoping Analytical 

Study.” African Development Bank (2011): 355-376. 
 



	

	 352	

Kaufmann, Chaim. “Possible and Impossible Solutions to Ethnic Civil Wars.” 
International Security 20 (1996): 136-175. 

 
Keen, David. “Liberalization and Conflict.” International Political Science Review 26 

(2005): 73-89. 
 
Kelly, Kevin. “UN Accuses Oil Firms of Fuelling Armed Conflict in South Sudan.” 

Kenya Tribune, March 5, 2019; kenyantribune.com/un-accuses-oil-firms-of-
fuelling-armed-conflict-in-s-sudan/ 

 
Kiir, Salva. “Government of the Republic of South Sudan’s Reservations to the 

Compromise Agreement.” August 26, 2015; carleton.ca/africanstudies/wp-
content/uploads/GRSS-reservations.pdf 

 
Kiir, Salva. “Despite its Problems, South Sudan is Still Striving to Build its Dream of 

Democracy.” Daily Nation, October 19, 2015; 
https://allafrica.com/stories/201510190532.html 

 
Kindersley, Nicki and Oystein Rolandsen. “Civil War on a Shoestring: Rebellion in 

South Sudan’s Equatoria Region.” Civil Wars 19 (2017): 308-324. 
 
Kindersley, Nicki. “Rule of whose law? The geography of authority in Juba, South 

Sudan.” The Journal of Modern African Studies 57 (2019): 61-83. 
 
Kisiangani, Emmanuel. “Cutting Corners in the South Sudan Peace Process.” Institute for 

Security Studies, September 15, 2014; issafrica.org/iss-today/cutting-corners-in-
the-south-sudan-peace-process  

 
Knight, Mark and Alpaslan Ozerdem. “Guns, Camps and Cash: Disarmament, 

Demobilization and Reinsertion of Former Combatants in Transitions from War 
to Peace.” Journal of Peace Research 41 (2004): 499-516. 

 
Knight, Andy. “Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration and Post-Conflict 

Peacebuilding in Africa: An Overview.” African Security (2008): 24-52. 
 
Koos, Carlo and Thea Gutschke. “South Sudan’s Newest War: When Two Old Men 

Divide a Nation.” GIGA (2014): 1-8. 
 
Krasner, Stephen. “Sharing Sovereignty: New Institutions for Collapsed and Failing 

States.” International Security 29 (2004): 85-120. 
 
Krasner, Stephen. “The Case for Shared Sovereignty.” Journal of Democracy 16 (2005): 

69-83. 
 



	

	 353	

Krause, Keith and Jennifer Milliken. “State Failure, State Collapse and State 
Reconstrution: Concepts, Lessons and Strategies.” Development and Change 35 
(2002): 753-774.  

 
Kuperman, Alan. “The Moral Hazard of Intervention.” International Studies Quarterly 

52 (2008): 49-80. 
 
Kurtenbach, Sabine. “No One Size Fits All: A Global Approach to Peace.” German 

Institute of Global and Area Studies (GIGA) (2017): 1-12. 
 
Lacey, Elizabeth. “Restive Jonglei: From the Conflict’s Roots to Reconciliation.” 

Institute for Justice and Reconciliation (2013): 1-37. 
 
Lacher, Wolfram. “South Sudan International State-Building and Its Limits.” SWP 

Research Paper (2012): 1-31. 
 
Lamb, Guy and Theo Stainer. “The Conundrum of DDR Coordination: The Case of 

South Sudan.” International Journal of Security and Development (2018): 1-16. 
 
Lancaster, Nick. “Is South Sudan’s Peace Deal Unravelling?” The Organization for 

World Peace, June 18, 2020; theowp.org/reports/is-south-sudans-peace-deal-
unravelling/ 

 
Larémont, Ricardo René. “Borders, States and Nationalism.” In Borders Nationalism and 

the African State (Boulder/London: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2005): 1-43. 
 
Lata, Leenco. “The Ethiopian-Eritrea War,” Review of African Political Economy 30 

(2003): 369-388. 
 
Le Billon, Philippe and Eric Nicholls. “Ending ‘Resource Wars’: Revenue Sharing, 

Economic Sanction or Military Intervention?” International Peacekeeping 14 
(2007): 613-632. 

 
Le Billon, Philippe. “Natural Resource Types and Conflict Termination Initiatives.” 

Colombia Internacional (2009): 9-34. 
 
Le Billon, Philippe. “Natural Resources and Corruption in Post-War Transitions: Matters 

of Trust.” Third World Quarterly 35 (2014): 770-786. 
 
Leander, Anna. “Wars and the Unmaking of State: Taking Tilly Seriously in the 

Contemporary World.” In Copenhagen Peace Research: Conceptual 
Innovations and Contemporary Security Analysis Stefano Guzzini and Dietrich 
Jung, eds. (London and NewYork: Routledge, 2004): 69-80. 

 



	

	 354	

Leonardi, Cherry. “Paying ‘Buckets of Blood’ for the Land: Moral Debates Over 
Economy, War and State in Southern Sudan 2011.” The Journal of Modern 
African Studies 49 (2011): 215-240. 

 
LeRiche, Matthew and Matthew Arnold. South Sudan: From Revolution to Independence 

(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012). 
 
LeRiche, Matthew. “South Sudan: Not Just another War and another Peace in Africa.” 

African Arguments, January 28, 2014; africanarguments.org/2014/01/28/south-
sudan-not-just-another-war-and-another-peace-in-africa-by-matthew-le-riche/ 

 
LeRiche, Matthew. “Security Sector Reform in South Sudan and Prospects for Peace.” 

SSR Resource Center, July 3, 2015; secgovcentre.org/2015/07/security-sector-
reform-in-south-sudan-and-prospects-for-peace/  

 
LeVan, Carl. “Power-Sharing and Inclusive Politics in Africa’s Uncertain Democracies.” 

Governance: An International Journal of Policy, Administration and Institutions 
24 (2011): 31-53. 

 
LeMarchand, René. “Consociationalism and Power Sharing in Africa: Rwanda, Burundi 

and the Democratic Republic of the Congo.” African Affairs (2006): 1-20. 
 
Levi, Margaret. Of Rule and Revenue (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1988). 
 
Licklider, Roy. “The Consequences of Negotiated Settlements in Civil Wars, 1945-

1993.” American Political Science Review 89 (1995): 681-690. 
 
Lijphart, Arend. “Comparative Politics and the Comparative Method.” The American 

Political Science Review 65 (1971): 682-693. 
 
Lucey, Amanda and Liezelle Kumalo. “Democratize or Disintegrate: How the AU Can 

Help South Sudan.” Institute for Security Studies (2017): 1-12. 
 
Lund, Michael. “What Kind of Peace is Being Built? Taking Stock of Post Conflict 

Peacebuilding and Charting Future Directions.” International Development 
Research Centre (2003): 1-55. 

 
Luttwak, Edward. “Give War a Chance.” Foreign Affairs 78 (1999): 36-44. 
 
Lynch, Liam. “US Threatens South Sudan With Sanctions… Again.” Foreign Policy, 

February 24, 2015; foreignpolicy.com/2015/02/24/u-s-threatens-south-sudan-
with-sanctions-again/ 

 
Lyons, Terrence. “Post-conflict Elections: War Termination, Democratization and 

Demilitarizing Politics.” Institute for Conflict Analysis and Resolution George 
Mason University (2002): 36-62. 



	

	 355	

 
Mac Ginty, Roger. “Warlords and the Liberal Peace: State-Building in Afghanistan.” 

Conflict, Security and Development (2010): 577-598. 
 
Mac Ginty, Roger. “Hybrid Peace: The Interaction Between Top-Down and Bottom-Up 

Peace.” Security Dialogue 41 (2010): 391-412. 
 
Machar, Riek et al., “Unity State Resolution from Pagak,” SPLM-IO Document, 

December 9, 2014. 
 
Mahoney, James. “Qualitative Methodology and Comparative Politics.” Comparative 

Political Studies 40 (2007): 56-91. 
 
Mai, James Hoth, Augustino Ting Mayai and Nhial Tiitmamer. “Sporadic Fuel Crisis in 

South Sudan: Causes, Impacts and Solutions.” Sudd Institute (2016): 1-25. 
 
Makalele, Queen. “South Sudan Former Detainees Return from Kenya to Kickstart 

Peace.” VOA News, June 1, 2015; https://www.voanews.com/africa/south-sudan-
former-detainees-return-kenya-kickstart-peace 

 
Mansfield, Edward and Jack Snyder. “The Sequencing ‘Fallacy.’” Journal of Democracy 

18 (2007): 5-9. 
 
Mansfield, Edward and Jack Snyder. “Democratization and the Danger of War.” 

International Security 20 (1995): 5-38. 
 
Mamdani, Mahmood. “A Separate Opinion: AU Commission of Inquiry on South 

Sudan.” IGAD (2014): 1-60. 
 
Mamdani, Mahmood. “Who’s to Blame in South Sudan?” Boston Review, June 28, 2016; 

bostonreview.net/world/mahmood-mamdani-south-sudan-failed-transition 
 
Mamdani, Mahmood. “The Trouble with South Sudan’s New Peace Deal.” New York 

Times, September 24, 2018; nytimes.com/2018/09/24/opinion/south-sudan-
peace-agreement.html 

 
Mampilly, Zachariah Cherian. Rebel Rulers: Insurgent Governance and Civilian Life 

During War (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2011). 
 
Mampilly, Zachariah and Megan Stewart. “A Typology of Rebel Political Institutional 

Arrangements.” Journal of Conflict Resolution (2020): 1-31.  
 
Mann, Michael. “The Autonomous Power of the State: Origins, Mechanisms and 

Results.” European Journal of Sociology 25 (1984): 185-213. 
 



	

	 356	

Maxwell, Joseph. Qualitative Research Design: An Interactive Approach (Los Angeles: 
Sage Publishing, 2005). 

 
Mayai, Augustino Ting. “The Compromise on Resolving South Sudan’s Conflict: How 

IGAD’s New Peace Offer is Unsustainable.” Sudd Institute (2015): 1-5. 
 
Mayai, Augustino Ting. “How the Federal System of Government is Misunderstood in 

South Sudan.” Sudd Institute (2014): 1-5. 
 
Mayai, Augustino Ting, Martin Abucha and Jok Madut Jok. “The 2015 National Census 

and Elections: An Analysis of President Kiir’s Announcements.” Sudd Institute 
(2014): 1-7. 

 
Mayai, Augustino Ting. “Assessing Anti-Corruption, Accountability and Transparency 

Measures in South Sudan.” Sudd Institute (2015): 1-14. 
 
Mayai, Augustino Ting and Jok Madut Jok. “Simplifying the Arusha Intra-SPLM 

Reunification Agreement.” Sudd Institute (2015): 1-10. 
 
Martell, Peter. “Analysis: Rethinking DDR in Post-Independence Sudan.” The New 

Humanitarian July 8, 2011; 
thenewhumanitarian.org/analysis/2011/07/08/rethinking-ddr-post-independence-
sudan 

 
McFaul, Michael. Advancing Democracy: Why We Should and How We Can (Lanham: 

Rowman and Littlefield, 2009). 
 
McNamee, Terence. “The First Crack in Africa’s Map? Secession and Self-

Determination After South Sudan.” Brenthurst Foundation (2012): 1-28. 
 
Medani, Khalid Mustafa. “Strife and Secession in Sudan.” Journal of Democracy 22 

(2011): 135-149. 
 
Mednick, Sam. “South Sudan Claims Civil War is Over, But Scepticism Abounds.” 

Associated Press, August 20, 2018; 
apnews.com/e63fdb1275fc423e98625692af05c501/South-Sudan-claims-a-civil-
war-is-over.-Skepticism-abounds 

 
Mednick, Sam. “Will South Sudan Make a November Deadline to Form a Unity 

Government.” The New Humanitarian, September 18, 2019; 
thenewhumanitarian.org/news/2019/09/18/South-Sudan-peace-unity-
government-opposition 

 
Mehler, Andreas. “Peace and Power-Sharing in Africa: A Not So Obvious Relationship.” 

African Affairs 108 (2009): 456-472. 
 



	

	 357	

Mengisteab, Kidane. “Identity Politics, Democratization and State Building in Ethiopia’s 
Federal Arrangement.” African Journal of Conflict Resolution 7 (2007): 62-92. 

 
Menocal, Alina Rocha. “State-Building for Peace: A New Paradigm for International 

Engagement in Post-Conflict Fragile States?” Third World Quarterly 32 (2011): 
1715-1736 

 
Meseret, Elias. “Ethiopia, Eritrea Restore Diplomatic Relations, Phone Calls.” The 

Associated Press, July 9, 2018; 
apnews.com/45e7afea8b4a4e479275c3cb97322afc/Ethiopia,-Eritrea-restore-
diplomatic-relations,-phone-calls 

 
Metelits, Claire. “Reformed Rebels? Democratization, Global Norms and the Sudan 

People’s Liberation Army.” Africa Today 51 (2004): 66-82. 
 
Migdal, Joel. State in Society: Studying How States and Societies Transform and 

Constitute One Another (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2012). 
 
Miles, Tom. “UN Reports Mass Rape, Killings, Torture in South Sudan, Seeks Oil 

Scrutiny.” Reuters, February 20, 2019; reuters.com/article/us-southsudan-un/un-
reports-mass-rape-killings-torture-in-south-sudan-seeks-oil-scrutiny-
idUSKCN1Q917Q 

 
Mosel, Irina and Emily Henderson. “Markets in Crises: South Sudan Case Study.” 

Humanitarian Policy Group (2015): 1-36. 
 
Muller, Bjorn. “The Somali Conflict: The Role of External Actors.” DIIS Report (2009): 

1-34. 
 
Munive, Jairo. “Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration in South Sudan: The 

Limits of Conventional Peace and Security Templates.” DIIS Report (2013): 1-
44 

 
Munive, Jairo. “Context Matters: The Conventional DDR Template is Challenged in 

South Sudan.” International Peacekeeping 20 (2013): 585-599. 
 
Munive, Jairo. “Invisible Labor: The Political Economy of Reintegration in South 

Sudan.” Journal of Intervention and Statebuilding 8 (2014): 334-356. 
 
Murithy, Tim. “IGAD on the Ground Comparing Interventions in Sudan and Somalia.” 

African Security (2009): 136-157. 
 
Muvuwala, Joseph and Frederick Mugisha. “South Sudan Economic Outlook 2014.” 

African Development Bank (2014): 1-317. 
 



	

	 358	

N/a. “Sudan: Civilian Disarmament Remains Elusive as Government Rethinks Process.” 
ReliefWeb, December 3, 2008; reliefweb.int/report/sudan/sudan-civilian-
disarmament-remains-elusive-government-rethinks-process 

 
N/a. “South Sudan: Citizens for Peace and Justice Letter to IGAD.” AllAfrica, June 12, 

2014; allafrica.com/stories/201406130521.html 
 
N/a. “Is South Sudan Government Trying to Mute Federalism Debate?” Voice of 

America, July 2, 2014; voanews.com/africa/south-sudan-government-trying-
mute-federalism-debate 

 
N/a. “Global Witness Rings Alarm Bells Over South Sudan’s Finances.” Sudan Tribune, 

July 11, 2014; sudantribune.com/spip.php?article51644 
 
N/a. “Political Parties Disown Leader at Peace Talks.” Sudan Tribune, August 22, 2014; 

sudantribune.com/spip.php?article52138 
 
N/a. “Opposition Parties Dismiss Leaders from South Sudan Peace Talks.” Sudan 

Tribune, September 13, 2014; sudantribune.com/spip.php?article52375 
 
N/a. “War Economy: Kiir’s Office Spends More Than Budget of an Entire State.” Radio 

Tamazuj, March 28, 2015; radiotamazuj.org/en/news/article/war-economy-kiir-
s-office-spends-more-than-budget-of-an-entire-state 

 
N/a. “Inquiry Panel Faults Constitution for Giving Kiir too Much Power.” Radio 

Tamazuj, October 28, 2015; radiotamazuj.org/en/news/article/inquiry-panel-
faults-constitution-for-giving-kiir-too-much-power 

 
N/a. “Opinion: Amending the Constitution Risks Sinking South Sudan’s Peace Process.” 

Radio Tamazuj, February 21, 2015; radiotamazuj.org/en/news/article/opinion-
amending-the-constitution-risks-sinking-south-sudan-s-peace-process 

 
N/a. “South Sudan’s Ruling SPLM Dissolves Entire Party Structures.” Sudan Tribune, 

October 17, 2015; https://www.sudantribune.com/spip.php?article56749 
 
N/a. “Regional Interests ‘Undermine’ South Sudan Peace: Report.” Daily Star, June 9, 

2015; dailystar.com.lb/News/World/2015/Jun-10/301440-regional-interests-
undermine-south-sudan-peace-report.ashx 

 
N/a. “Juba Security Arrangement Incomplete, Monitors.” Sudan Tribune, May 14, 2016; 

sudantribune.com/spip.php?article58961 
 
N/a. “Sudan and South Sudan Agree to Extend Oil Financial Arrangement Deal.” Radio 

Tamazuj, December 22, 2016; radiotamazuj.org/en/news/article/sudan-and-
south-sudan-agree-to-extend-oil-financial-arrangements-deal 

 



	

	 359	

N/a. “Trump Administration Blacklists Three Officials for South Sudan War.” Reuters, 
September 8, 2017; reuters.com/article/us-usa-southsudan-sanctions/trump-
administration-blacklists-three-officials-for-south-sudan-war-
idUSKCN1BH2HL 

 
N/a, “South Sudan Denies Diplomatic Row with Ethiopia,” Sudan Tribune, January 25, 

2017;sudantribune.com/spip.php?article61473 
 
N/a. “South Sudan Tops List of Most Corrupt Countries.” South Sudan News Agency, 

January 25, 2017; southsudannewsagency.org/index.php/2017/01/25/south-
sudan-tops-list-corrupt-countries/ 

 
N/a. “South Sudan Urged to Delay Polls and Focus on Peace Deal.” Daily Nation, 

September 6, 2017; nation.co.ke/kenya/news/africa/south-sudan-urged-to-delay-
polls-and-focus-on-peace-deal-447448 

 
N/a. “South Sudan’s Ruling Party Factions in Government Commit to Ceasefire Accord.” 

Sudan Tribune, December 17, 2017; https://reliefweb.int/report/south-sudan/s-
sudan-s-ruling-party-factions-government-commit-ceasefire-accord 

 
N/a. “South Sudan’s Ruling Party Factions Sign Unification Deal in Cairo.” ReliefWeb, 

November 16, 2017; https://reliefweb.int/report/south-sudan/s-sudan-s-ruling-
party-factions-sign-unification-deal-cairo 

 
N/a. “South Sudan’s Warring Parties Agree Ceasefire in Bid to End Four-Year War.” 

Financial Times, December 23, 2017; ft.com/content/6a328eb0-7a1a-11e8-
bc55-50daf11b720d 

 
N/a. “South Sudan Army General Calls for Arms Collection.” Sudan Tribune, January 1, 

2018; sudantribune.com/spip.php?article64388  
 
N/a. “US Bans Arms Sales to South Sudan, Calls on Others to Join Embargo.” CBC 

News, February 2, 2018; cbc.ca/news/world/south-sudan-arms-embargo-us-
1.4516364 

 
N/a. “Troika, South Sudan Opposition Reject Extension of Kiir’s Term.” Sudan Tribune, 

July 14, 2018; sudantribune.com/spip.php?article65855 
 
N/a. “Stopping the Flow of Arms to South Sudan.” The Economist, July 18, 2018; 

economist.com/middle-east-and-africa/2018/07/18/stopping-the-flow-of-arms-
to-south-sudan 

 
N/a. “South Sudan Central Bank Vows to Stabilize Dollar Price.” Sudan Tribune, July 

28, 2018; sudantribune.com/spip.php?article65943 
 



	

	 360	

N/a. “Rebels Around Juba Rejoin South Sudanese Army.” Sudan Tribune, August 22, 
2018; sudantribune.com/spip.php?article66104 

 
N/a. “IGAD Military Leaders Decide to Deploy Over 1600 Troops in South Sudan.” 

Sudan Tribune, November 23, 2018; sudantribune.com/spip.php?article66650 
 
N/a. “South Sudan’s SSOA Cannot be Chaired by UN Blacklisted Leaders: Changson.” 

Sudan Tribune, December 3, 2018; 
sudantribune.com/spip.php?iframe&page=imprimable&id_article=66707 

 
N/a. “Struggle for South Sudan Vice President is Behind SSOA’s Crisis: Changson.” 

Sudan Tribune, December 8, 2018; sudantribune.com/spip.php?article66731 
 
N/a. “SSOA Factions Accuse Others of Derailing South Sudan Peace.” Sudan Tribune, 

December 25, 2018; sudantribune.com/spip.php?article66822 
 
N/a. “In It For the Long Haul? Lessons on Peacebuilding in South Sudan.” Christian Aid 

(2018): 
 
N/a. “Prominent Opposition Leader Returns to South Sudan.” Journal du Cameroun, 

February 7, 2019; journalducameroun.com/en/prominent-opposition-leader-
returns-to-south-sudan/ 

 
N/a. “Peace Deal Holds in South Sudan, but Humanitarian Funding ‘Ultimately 

Unsustainable,’ says top UN Envoy.” UN News, March 8, 2019; 
news.un.org/en/story/2019/03/1034351 

 
N/a. “Peace Deal Holds in South Sudan, but Humanitarian Funding ‘Ultimately 

Unsustainable,’ says top UN Envoy.” UN News, March 8, 2019; 
news.un.org/en/story/2019/03/1034351 

 
N/a. “US Sanctions South Sudan Vice President Over Human Rights Abuse.” Al Jazeera, 

January 8, 2020; aljazeera.com/ajimpact/sanctions-south-sudan-vice-president-
human-rights-abuse-200108195027699.html 

 
N/a. “South Sudan’s New Cabinet Does Not Meet 35% Women’s Quota: UN Guterres.” 

Sudan Tribune, March 14, 2020; sudantribune.com/spip.php?article69101 
 
N/a. “South Sudan: Evidence of Violations and Illicit Concealment of Arms Must Spur 

UN to Renew Arms Embargo.” Amnesty International, April 30, 2020; 
amnesty.org/en/latest/news/2020/04/south-sudan-evidence-of-violations-and-
illicit-concealment-of-arms-must-spur-un-to-renew-arms-embargo/ 

 
N/a. “South Sudan Leaders Reach Deal on Control of States.” Al Jazeera, June 17, 2020; 

aljazeera.com/news/2020/06/south-sudan-leaders-reach-key-deal-control-states-
200617162203652.html 



	

	 361	

 
N/a. “US Lays Down Conditions for Lifting South Sudan Sanctions.” CGTN, July 17, 

2020; newsaf.cgtn.com/news/2020-07-17/U-S-lays-down-conditions-for-lifting-
South-Sudan-sanctions-ScVMK9iKY0/index.html 

 
N/a. “South Sudan’s Death Toll in Disarmament Fighting Rises, UN Sends 

Peacekeepers.” New York Times, August 14, 2020; 
nytimes.com/reuters/2020/08/14/world/14reuters-southsudan-unrest.html 

 
N/a. “Map of South Sudan.” Geographic Guide, August 1, 2020; 

geographicguide.com/Africa-maps/southsudan.htm  
 
N/a. “South Sudan: Budgets in Africa.” CABRI, [accessed on August 20, 2020]; cabri-

sbo.org/en/our-work/budgets-in-africa/countries/south-sudan 
 
Natsios, Andrew. Sudan, South Sudan and Darfur: What Everyone Needs to Know 

(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012). 
 
Nelson, Brian. The Making of the Modern State (New York: Palgrave MacMillan, 2006): 
 
Newman, Edward. “‘Liberal’ Peacebuilding Debates.’” In New Perspectives on Liberal 

Peacebuilding Edward Newman, Roland Paris and Oliver Richmond, eds. (New 
York: United Nations University Press, 2014): 26-53. 

	
Nganje, Fritz and Kgalalelo Nganje. “Liberal Internationalism Meets Third Worldism: 

The Politics of International Election Observation in the DRC’s Post-War 
Elections.” Third World Quarterly 40 (2019): 521-541. 	

	
Nichols, Michelle. “UN Veto Powers Mull Arms Embargo on South Sudan, More 

Troops.” Reuters, July 28, 2016; reuters.com/article/us-southsudan-security-un-
idUSKCN1082B3  

	
Nield, Richard. “South Sudan Draws up ‘War Budget’, But Oil Production Targets 

Unlikely to be Reached.” African Arguments, July 18, 2014; 
africanarguments.org/2014/07/18/south-sudans-war-budget-by-richard-nield/ 

 
Nield, Richard. “What’s in the Deal? Agreeing to Peace in South Sudan.” Al Jazeera, 

August 25, 2015; aljazeera.com/indepth/features/2015/08/deal-agreeing-peace-
south-sudan-150820063821726.html  

 
Niemann, Michael. “War Making and State Making in Central Africa.” Africa Today 

(2008): 21-39. 
 
Nilsson, Desiree and Mimmi Soderberg Kovacs. “Revisiting an Elusive Concept: A 

Review of the Debate on Spoilers in Peace Processes.” International Studies 
Review 13 (2011): 606-626. 



	

	 362	

 
Nord, Roger, Zeine Zeidane and Palima Anos Casero. “Republic of South Sudan: Staff 

Report for 2016 Article IV Consultation – Debt Sustianability Analysis.” 
International Monetary Fund (2017): 1-13. 

 
Nyambura-Mwaura, Helen. “IMF Urges Fiscal Restraint in South Sudan as Inflation 

Soars.” Bloomberg News, June 2, 2016; bloomberg.com/news/articles/2016-06-
02/imf-urges-fiscal-restraint-in-south-sudan-as-inflation-soars 

 
Odwar, Cde. Henry, Cde. Michael Abate and Cde. David Wilson Sebit. “Equatoria State 

Position on Peace Conference in Pagak, Upper Nile State.” SPLM-IO Document, 
December 2014: 1-5. 

 
O’Grady, Siobhan. “UN Security Council Imposes Arms Embargo on South Sudan, 

Despite Concerns it Might Jeopardize Peace Process.” Washington Post, July 13, 
2018; washingtonpost.com/news/worldviews/wp/2018/07/13/u-n-security-
council-imposes-arms-embargo-on-south-sudan-despite-concerns-it-might-
jeopardize-peace-process/ 

 
Okech, Francis. “Peace at Last for South Sudan? That May Depend on the Price of Oil.” 

Bloomberg News, October 18, 2018; bloomberg.com/news/articles/2018-10-
16/peace-at-last-for-south-sudan-that-may-depend-on-the-oil-price 

 
Okiror, Samuel. “All You Need to Know About South Sudan’s New Power-Sharing 

Accord.” The New Humanitarian (2018): 1-3. 
 
Olsen, Mansur. “Dictatorship, Democracy and Development.” The American Political 

Science Review (1993): 567-576. 
 
Oluoch, Fred. “Four Months On, South Sudan Parties Still Fighting Over Peace Deal.” 

The East African, January 26, 2019; theeastafrican.co.ke/news/ea/South-Sudan-
parties-still-fighting-over-peace-deal/4552908-4952086-13o9t9xz/index.html 

 
Omeje, Kenneth and Nicodemus Minde. “Post-conflict State Building and Peace Building 

in South Sudan.” Africa Peace and Conflict Journal (2014): 14-28. 
 
Ottaway, Marina. “Nation Building.” Foreign Policy 132 (2002): 16-21. 
 
Ottaway, Marina. “Rebuilding State Institutions in Collapsed States.” Development and 

Change 33 (2002): 1001-1023. 
 
Ottaway, Marina and Anatol Lieven. “Rebuilding Afghanistan: Fantasy Versus Reality.” 

Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (2002): 1-8. 
 
Ottaway, Marina. “Promoting Democracy After Conflict: The Difficult Choices.” 

International Studies Perspectives 4 (2003): 314-322. 



	

	 363	

 
Ottaway Marina and Bethany Lacina. “International Interventions and Imperialism: 

Lessons from the 1990s.” SAIS Review 23 (2003): 71-92. 
 
Ottaway, Marina and Mai El-Sadany. “Sudan: From Conflict to Conflict.” The Carnegie 

Papers (2012): 1-30. 
 
Pantuliano, Sara et al. “Aiding for Peace: A Multi-Donor Evaluation of Support to 

Conflict Prevention and Peacebuilding Activities in Southern Sudan, 2005-
2010.” Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs (2010): 1-266. 

 
Paris, Roland. “Peacebuilding and the Limits of Liberal Internationalism.” International 

Security 22 (1997): 54-89. 
 
Paris, Roland. “International Peacebuilding and the ‘Mission Civilisatrice.’” Review of 

International Security 28 (2002): 637-656. 
 
Paris, Roland. At War’s End: Building Peace After Civil Conflict (Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press, 2004). 
 
Paris, Roland. “Does Liberal Peacebuilding Have a Future?” In New Perspectives on 

Liberal Peacebuilding Edward Newman, Roland Paris and Oliver Richmond, 
eds. (New York: United Nations University Press, 2014): 97-111. 

 
Patey, Luke. “Crude Days Ahead? Oil and the Resource Curse in Sudan.” African Affairs 

(2010): 617-636. 
 
Patinkin, Jason. “South Sudan President Replaces Rival as Vice President.” Associated 

Press, July 26, 2016; apnews.com/696ffaf27fc44c4aa5e81551f97135e7 
 
Pendle, Naomi. “Interrupting the Balance: Reconsidering the Complexities of Conflict in 

South Sudan.” Disasters (2014): 227-248. 
 
Phillips, Sarah. “Political Settlements and State Formation: The Case of Somaliland.” 

DLP (2013): 1-95. 
 
Pierson, Patrick. “Prospects for Peace in South Sudan.” Political Violence at a Glance, 

July 31, 2017; politicalviolenceataglance.org/2017/07/31/prospects-for-peace-in-
south-sudan/ 

 
Pinaud, Clémence. “South Sudan: Civil War, Predation and the Making of a Military 

Aristocracy.” African Affairs 113/451 (2014): 192-211. 
 
Podder, Sukanya. “From Spoilers to Statebuilders: Constructive Approaches to 

Engagement with Non-State Armed Groups in Fragile States.” OECD 
Development Cooperation Working Papers (2012): 1-41. 



	

	 364	

 
Podder, Sukanya. “Non-State Armed Groups and Stability: Reconsidering Legitimacy 

and Inclusion.” Contemporary Security Policy 23 (2013): 16-39. 
 
Podder, Sukanya. “State Building and the Non-State: Debating Key Dilemmas.” Third 

World Quarterly 35 (2017): 1617-1629. 
 
Poor, Brad. “Somaliland: Shackled to a Failed State.” Stanford Journal of International 

Law 45 (2009): 117-150. 
 
Porter, Bruce. War and the Rise of the State (New York: Free Press, 1994). 
 
Posen, Barry. “The Security Dilemma and Ethnic Conflict.” Global Politics and Strategy 

35 (1993): 27-47. 
 
Pospieszna, Paulina and Gerald Schneider. “The Illusion of ‘Peace Through Power-

Sharing’: Constitutional Choice in the Shadow of Civil War.” Civil Wars 15 
(2013): 44-70. 

 
Prunier, Gérard. “South Sudan’s Civil War: Violence, Insurgency and Failed 

Peacemaking, by John Young.” The Journal of the Middle East and Africa 10 
(2019): 379-382. 

 
Rader, Anna. “Overcoming the Past: War and Peace in Sudan and South Sudan.” In On 

the Fault Line, Jeffrey Herbst, Terence McNamee and Greg Mills, eds. (London: 
Profile Books, 2011): 33-45.  

 
Radon, Jenik and Sarah Logan. “South Sudan: Governance Arrangements, War and 

Peace.” Journal of International Affairs 68 (2014): 149-167.  
 
Rands, Richard. “In Need of Review: SPLA Transformation in 2006-2010 and Beyond.” 

Small Arms Survey (2010): 1-68. 
 
Reilly, Benjamin. “Political Engineering and Party Politics in Conflict-Prone Societies.” 

Democratization 13 (2006): 811-827. 
 
Reng, Ariic David Aguto and Augustino Ting Mayai. “Understanding the Exchange Rate 

Regimes in South Sudan.” Sudd Institute (2016): 1-17. 
 
Reng, Ariic David and Nhial Tiitmamer. “Petroleum Revenue Sharing Arrangement in 

South Sudan.” Sudd Institute (2018): 1-17. 
 
Reno, William. Corruption and State Politics in Sierra Leone (Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press, 1995). 
 



	

	 365	

Reno, William. “Clandestine Economies, Violence and States in Africa.” Journal of 
International Affairs 53 (2000): 433-459. 

 
Richards, Rebecca. “The Road Less Travelled: Self-Led Statebuilding and International 

‘Non-Intervention’ in the Creation of Somaliland.” In Statebuilding and State 
Formation: The Political Sociology of Intervention, Berit Bliesemann de 
Guevara, ed. (Taylor and Francis, 2012): 140-164. 

 
Richards, Rebecca. Understanding Statebuilding: Traditional Governance and the 

Modern State in Somaliland (New York: Routledge, 2014). 
 
Richards, Rebecca. “Bringing the Outside In: Somaliland, Statebuilding and Dual 

Hybridity.” Journal of Intervention and Statebuilding 9 (2015): 4-25. 
 
R-JMEC. “On the Status of Implementation of the Revitalized Agreement on the 

Resolution of the Conflict in the Republic of South Sudan for the Period 1st 
April to 30th June 2020.” Revitalized Joint Monitoring and Evaluation 
Commission (2020): 1-46. 

 
Roach, Steven. “Constitutionalizing Peace in South Sudan.” Open Democracy, May 28, 

2016; opendemocracy.net/en/north-africa-west-asia/constitutionalizing-peace-in-
south-sudan/ 

 
Roberts, David. “Post-Conflict Statebuilding and State Legitimacy: From Negative to 

Positive Peace.” Development and Change 39 (2008): 537-555. 
 
Rolandsen, Oystein. “A Quick Fix? A Retrospective Analysis of the Sudan CPA.” 

Review of African Political Economy (2011): 551-564. 
 
Rolandsen, Oystein and Ingrid Marie Breidlid. “What is Youth Violence in Jonglei?” 

Prio Research Institute Oslo (2014): 1-12. 
 
Rosenau, James. Governance Without Government: Order and Change in World Politics 

(Washington D.C.: George Washington University, 1992). 
 
Ryan, Klem et al. “Letter dated 13 April 2017 from the Panel of Experts on South Sudan 

Established Pursuant to Security Council Resolution 2206 (2015) Addressed to 
the President of the Security Council.” United Nations Security Council (2017): 
1-51. 

 
Sandrai, Adel. “Devaluation of South Sudanese Pound: A Sound Economic Policy in 

Unsound Economic Environment.” Sudd Institute (2013): 1-4. 
 
Samset, Ingrid. “Natural Resource Wealth, Conflict and Peacebuilding.” Ralph Bunche 

Institute for Intl Studies: (2009): 1-11. 
 



	

	 366	

Samuel, Clement Maring. “Who are the South Sudan Peace Spoilers? How to Prevent?” 
Sudan Tribune, October 26, 2018; radiotamazuj.org/en/news/article/opinion-
who-are-the-south-sudan-peace-spoilers-how-to-prevent 

 
Sandbrook, Richard. “Hobbled Leviathans: Constraints on State Formation in Africa.” 

International Journal 41 (1986): 707-733. 
 
Savage, Emily. “South Sudan’s Petroleum Revenue Management Act.” Sudd Institute 

(2013): 1-8. 
 
Scharff, Xanthe. “Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration in South Sudan: 

Achievements, Challenges and Opportunities in Context.” Project Ploughshares 
(2007): 7-35. 

 
Scheye, Eric and Gordon Peake. “To Arrest Insecurity: Time for a Revised Security 

Sector Reform Agenda.” Conflict, Security and Development (2005): 295-327. 
 
Selby, Jan. “The Myth of Liberal Peace-building.” Conflict, Security and Development 13 

(2013): 57-86 
 
Shankelman, Jill. “Oil and State Building in South Sudan.” United States Institute of 

Peace (2011): 1-20. 
 
Smith, Karen. “The EU and the Responsibility to Protect in an Illiberal Era.” Dahrendorf 

Forum IV (2018): 1-31. 
 
Sorbo, Gunnar. “Local Violence and International Intervention in Sudan.” Review of 

African Political Economy 37 (2010): 173-187. 
 
Sorbo, Gunnar. “Return to War in South Sudan.” Norwegian Peacebuilding Resource 

Centre (2014): 1-4. 
 
Sorensen, Georg. “War and State-Making: Why Doesn’t it Work in the Third World?” 

Security Dialogue 32 (2001): 341-354. 
 
Spears, Ian. “Power-Sharing and Conflict Resolution in Africa: A Review of the Case 

Study Literature.” International Journal 54 (1999): 525-532. 
 
Spears, Ian. “Africa: The Limits of Power-Sharing.” Journal of Democracy (2002): 123-

136. 
 
Spears, Ian. “Reflections on Somaliland and Africa’s Territorial Order.” Review of 

African Political Economy 30 (2003): 89-98. 
 



	

	 367	

Spears, Ian. “States-Within-States: An Introduction to their Empirical Attributes.” In 
States-Within-States: Incipient Political Entities in the Post-Cold War Era, Ian 
Spears and Paul Kingston, eds. (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2004): 15-34. 

 
Spears, Ian. “When Good Governments Go Bad: Leadership and the Limits of 

Intervention in Africa.” International Journal 62 (2007): 344-361. 
 
Spears, Ian. “Africa’s Informal Power-Sharing and the Prospects for Peace.” Civil Wars 

15 (2013): 37-53. 
 
Spears, Ian. Believers, Skeptics and Failure in Conflict Resolution (Gewerbrestrasse: 

Palgrave MacMillan, 2019). 
 
Sperber, Amanda. “South Sudan’s Next Civil War is Starting.” Foreign Policy, January 

22, 2016; foreignpolicy.com/2016/01/22/south-sudan-next-civil-war-is-starting-
shilluk-army/ 

 
Sriram, Chandra Lekha and Marie-Joelle Zahar. “The Perils of Power-Sharing: Africa 

and Beyond.” Africa Spectrum (2009): 11-39. 
 
Stedman, Stephen John. “Spoiler problems in Peace Processes.” International Security 2 

(1997): 5-53. 
 
Taylor, Ian. “Earth Calling the Liberals: Locating the Political Culture of Sierra Leone as 

the Terrain for ‘Reform.’” In New Perspectives on Liberal Peacebuilding 
Edward Newman, Roland Paris and Oliver Richmond, eds. (New York: United 
Nations University Press, 2014): 159-177. 

 
Taylor, Ian. “The Liberal Peace Security Regimen: A Gramscian Critique of its 

Application in Africa.” Africa Development 3 (2017): 25-44. 
 
Tchle, Andrew Edward Yaw. “Why South Sudan’s Attempts at Peace Continue to Fail.” 

The Conversation, November 17, 2019; theconversation.com/why-south-sudans-
attempts-at-peace-continue-to-fail-126846 

 
The Sentry. “Fueling Atrocities: Oil and War in South Sudan.” The Sentry Report (2018): 

1-12. 
 
Thies, Cameron. “National Design and State-Building in Sub-Saharan Africa.” World 

Politics 61 (2009): 623-669 
 
Thomas, Eddie. “Moving Towards Markets: Cash, Commodification and Conflict in 

South Sudan.” Rift Valley Institute (2019): 1-114. 
 
Tiitmamer, Nhial. “South Sudan’s Mining Policy and Resource Curse.” Sudd Institute 

(2014): 1-13. 



	

	 368	

 
Tiitmamer, Nhial and Abraham Awolich. “The Impracticality of Sanctions and Why 

Diplomacy Makes Sense in South Sudan.” Sudd Institute (2015): 1-13. 
 
Tiitmamer, Nhial. “Transitional Justice for Stabilizing South Sudan: Lessons from Global 

and Local Contexts.” Sudd Institute (2016): 1-16. 
 
Tiitmamer, Nhial. “The Level of Transparency and Accountability in South Sudan’s 

Petroleum Industry.” Sudd Institute (2016): 1-23. 
 
Tiitmamer, Nhial. “Making Sense of South Sudan’s New Petroleum HSE Management 

Systems and Plan Regulations.” Sudd Institute (2016): 1-13. 
 
Tiitmamer, Nhial. “The Flaws in Kate Almquist Knopf’s Call for Trusteeship in South 

Sudan.” Sudd Institute (2016): 1-12. 
 
Tilly, Charles. “War-Making and State-Making as Organized Crime.” In Bringing the 

State Back In Peter Evans, Dietrich Rueschemeyer and Theda Skocpol 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985): 169-187. 

 
Tilly, Charles. Coercion, Capital and European State: AD 990-1992 (Cambridge/Oxford: 

Blackwell, 1992). 
 
Toft, Monica Duffy. “Ending Civil Wars: A Case for Rebel Victory?” International 

Security 34 (2010): 7-36. 
 
Toro, Francisco. “The Farce in Addis.” Boring Development, August 28, 2014; 

boringdevelopment.wordpress.com/2014/08/28/the-farce-in-addis/ 
 
Transparency International. “Overview of Corruption and Anti-Corruption in South 

Sudan.” TP Report (2013): 1-8. 
 
Trithart, Albert. “When Elections Do Not a Democracy Make: The 2010 Elections in 

Sudan.” Capstone Project/ Master’s Thesis, Fletcher School of Law and 
Diplomacy, Tufts University, Boston (2011): 1-52. 

 
Tshirgi, Necla. “Post-Conflict Peacebuilding Revisited: Achievements, Limitations and 

Challenges.” International Peace Academy (2004): 1-31. 
 
Tull, Denis and Andreas Mehler. “The Hidden Costs of Power-Sharing: Reproducing 

Insurgent Violence in Africa.” African Affairs (2005): 375-398 
 
Twijnstra, Rens. “Recycling Oil Money: Procurement Politics and (Un)Productive 

Entrepreneurship in South Sudan.” Journal of Eastern African Studies 9 (2015): 
685-703. 

 



	

	 369	

Twijnstra, Rens and Kristof Titeca. “5 Years On, South Sudan is at a Critical Juncture… 
Again.” African Arguments, July 8, 2016; africanarguments.org/2016/07/08/5-
years-on-south-sudan-is-at-a-critical-juncture-again/ 

 
Ukelo, Dominic. “The Crunch of South Sudanese Pound SSP.” Radio Tamazuj, August 1, 

2016; radiotamazuj.org/en/news/article/opinion-the-crunch-of-south-sudanese-
pound-ssp 

 
UN Human Rights Council. “Report of the Commission on Human Rights in South 

Sudan.” UN General Assembly (2018): 1-19. 
 
UN Security Council. “Report of the Secretary-General on the Implementation of 

Security Council Resolution 1701.” March 8, 2013: 3; 
un.org/securitycouncil/content/secretary-generals-reports-submitted-security-
council-2013 

 
UN Security Council, “Letter Dated 15 November 2016 from the Panel of Experts on 

South Sudan,” (2016): 2; digitallibrary.un.org/record/848624?ln=en 
 
Van de Kerkhof, Marlie and Yves Van Leynseele. “Transforming Land Governance and 

Strengthening the State in South Sudan.” African Affairs 117 (2018): 286-309. 
 
Verjee, Aly. “Sudan’s Aspirational Army: A History of the Joint Integrated Units.” 

Centre for International Governance and Innovation (2011): 1-15. 
 
Verjee, Aly. “The Future of the South Sudan Peace Agreement.” Chatham House (2016): 

1-5. 
 
Verjee, Aly. “South Sudan High Level Revitalization Forum: Identifying Conditions for 

Success.” United States Institute for Peace (2017): 1-3. 
 
Vertin, Zach. “A Poisoned Well: Lessons in Mediation from South Sudan’s Troubled 

Peace Process.” International Peace Institute (2018): 1-32. 
 
Wagner, Robert Harrison. “The Causes of Peace.” In Stopping the Killing, Roy Licklider, 

ed. (New York: New York University Press, 1993). 
 
Waldorf, Lars. “Getting Gunpowder out of their Hands: The Limits of Rights-Based 

DDR.” Human Rights Quarterly (2013): 701-719.  
 
Warner, Leslie-Anne. “Armed-Group Amnesty and Military Integration in South Sudan.” 

The Rusi Journal (2013): 40-47. 
 
Wassara, Samson. “Traditional Mechanisms of Conflict Resolution in Southern Sudan.” 

Berghof Foundation (2007): 1-13. 
 



	

	 370	

Wassara, Samson Samuel. “Security Challenges in Post-Liberation South Sudan.” 
Heinrich Boll Stiftung (2011): 49-71. 

 
Weber, Max. Politics as a Vocation (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1965). 
 
Weinstein, Jeremy. “Autonomous Recovery and International Intervention in 

Comparative Perspective.” Centre for Global Development (2005): 1-35. 
 
Wennmann, Achim. “Getting Armed Groups to the Table: Peace Processes, the Political 

Economy of Conflict and the Mediated State.” Third World Quarterly 30 (2009): 
1123-1139. 

 
Wennmann, Achim. “Economic Issues in Sudan’s North-South Peace Process.” CCDP 

Working Paper (2011): 1-38. 
 
Wennmann, Achim. “Sharing Natural Resource Wealth During War-to-Peace 

Transitions.” In High-Value Natural Resources and Peacebuilding, ed. P. Lujala 
and S. A. Rustad (London: Earthscan, 2012): 225-250. 

 
Werker et al., Eric. “South Sudan: Birth of an Economy.” Innovations: Technology, 

Governance and Globalization (2014): 73-90. 
 
Westendorf, Jasmine-Kim. “Peace Negotiations in the Political Marketplace: The 

Implications of Women’s Exclusion in the Sudan-South Sudan Peace Process.” 
Australian Journal of International Affairs 72 (2018): 433-454. 

 
Wilson, Jacqueline. “Local Peace Processes in Sudan and South Sudan.” United States 

Institute of Peace (2014): 1-40. 
 
Wolff, Stefan. “Post-Conflict State Building: The Debate on Institutional Choice.” Third 

World Quarterly 32 (2011): 1777-1802. 
 
Wudu, Steven Waakhe. “South Sudan: The ‘Greater’ Syndrome.” AllAfrica, May 14, 

2014; sudantribune.com/spip.php?article51003 
 
Wudu, Waakhe Simon. “South Sudan Minister Seeks More Non-Oil Revenues.” Voice of 

America, July 3, 2014; voanews.com/africa/south-sudan-finance-minister-seeks-
more-non-oil-revenues  

 
Yoshida, Yuki. “Interethnic Conflict in Jonglei State, South Sudan.” African Journal on 

Conflict Resolution (2013): 1-20. 
 
Young, Crawford. The African Colonial State in Comparative Perspective (New Haven: 

Yale University Press, 1994). 
 



	

	 371	

Young, John. “Liberation Movements, Regional Armies, Ethnic Militias and Peace.” 
Review of African Political Economy 30 (2003): 423-434. 

 
Young, John. “The Sudan IGAD Peace Process: Signposts for the Way Forward.” 

Institute for Security Studies, February 13, 2004; 
reliefweb.int/report/sudan/sudan-igad-peace-process-signposts-way-forward-
feb-2004 

 
Young, John. “A Flawed Peace Process Leading to a Flawed Peace.” Review of African 

Political Economy (2005): 99-113. 
 
Young, John. “John Garang’s Legacy to the Peace Process, the SPLM/A and the South.” 

Review of African Political Economy (2005): 535-548. 
 
Young, John. “The South Sudan Defence Forces in the Wake of the Juba Declaration.” 

Small Arms Survey (2006): 1-52. 
 
Young, John. “Sudan IGAD Peace Process: An Evaluation.” IGAD Commissioned Report 

(2007): 1-64. 
 
Young, John. The Fate of Sudan: The Origins and Consequences of a Flawed Peace 

Process (New York: Zed Books, 2012). 
 
Zahar, Marie-Joelle. “SRSG Mediation in Civil Wars: Revisiting the ‘Spoiler’ Debate.” 

Global Governance 16 (2010): 265-280. 
 
Zaum, Dominic. “Beyond the ‘Liberal Peace.’” Global Governance 18 (2012): 121-132. 
 
Zurcher, Christoph. “Is More Better? Evaluating External State Building After 1989.” 

Center on Democracy, Development and the Rule of Law Stanford Working 
Paper No. 54 (2006): 1-29. 

 
Zurcher, Christoph. “Building Democracy While Building Peace.” Journal of Democracy 

22 (2011): 81-95. 
 
Interviews: 
 
Senior South Sudan Researcher, Interview conducted on August 28, 2014 in Addis 

Ababa, Ethiopia. 
 
IGAD Representative. Interview conducted on September 1, 2014 in Addis Ababa, 

Ethiopia. 
 
European Diplomat. Interview conducted on September 10, 2014 in Addis Ababa, 

Ethiopia.  
 



	

	 372	

AU Representative. Interview conducted on September 15, 2014 in Addis Ababa, 
Ethiopia.   

 
Senior Horn of Africa Researcher. Interview conducted on September 20, 2014 in Addis 

Ababa, Ethiopia. 
 
Senior Horn of Africa Researcher. Interview conducted on September 21, 2014 in Addis 

Ababa, Ethiopia.  
 
Senior Horn of Africa Researcher. Interview conducted on September 22, 2014 in Addis 

Ababa, Ethiopia. 
 
IGAD Representative. Interview conducted on October 2, 2014 in Bahir Dar, Ethiopia.  
 
Civil Society Delegate from Equatorias. Interview conducted on October 3, 2014 in 

Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. 
 
Faith-based groups delegate. Interview conducted in Bahir Dar, Ethiopia on October 4, 

2014. 
 
South Sudanese Civil Society Delegate. Interview conducted on October 5, 2014 in Bahir 

Dar, Ethiopia.  
 
Gender-Based Civil Society Delegate. Interview conducted on October 5, 2014 in Addis 

Ababa, Ethiopia. 
 
South Sudanese Civil Society Delegate. Interview conducted on October 6, 2014 in Bahir 

Dar, Ethiopia. 
 
South Sudanese Civil Society Delegate. Interview conducted on October 7, 2014 in Bahir 

Dar, Ethiopia. 
 
International NGO Representative. Interview conducted on October 18, 2014 in Addis 

Ababa, Ethiopia. 
 
African Union Representative, Interview conducted on October 23, 2014 in Addis Ababa, 

Ethiopia. 
 
Horn of Africa Researcher. Interview conducted on October 28, 2014 in Addis Ababa, 

Ethiopia. 
 
South Sudan Researcher. Interview conducted on December 15, 2014 in Addis Ababa, 

Ethiopia. 
 
International NGO Representative. Interview conducted on December 17, 2014 in Addis 

Ababa, Ethiopia. 



	

	 373	

 
South Sudanese Civil society delegate from the Nuer Ethnic Group. Interview conducted 

on December 18, 2014 in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia.  
 
South Sudanese Ex-Pat from Eastern Equatoria. Interview conducted on December 18, 

2014 in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. 
 
SPLM-IO Delegate. Interview conducted in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia on December 18, 

2015.  
 
Faith-Based Groups Delegate. Interview conducted on December 22, 2014 in Addis 

Ababa, Ethiopia. 
 
South Sudanese Civil Society Delegate from the Nuer Ethnic Group. Interview conducted 

on December 22, 2014 in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia.  
 
SPLM-Juba Delegate. Interview conducted on December 22, 2014 in Addis Ababa, 

Ethiopia. 
 
SPLM-IO Delegate. Interview conducted on January 1, 2015 in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia.   
 
South Sudan Researcher. Interview conducted on January 10, 2014 in Addis Ababa, 

Ethiopia. 
 
Kenyan Diplomat. Interview conducted on January 15, 2015 in Nairobi, Kenya.  
 
SPLM-Juba Representative. Interview conducted on January 20, 2015 in Nairobi, Kenya.  
 
Conflict Think-Tank Researcher. Interview conducted on January 24, 2015 in Nairobi, 

Kenya. 
 
Peace Process Insider. Interview conducted on February 1, 2015 in Nairobi, Kenya. 
 
White Army Soldier. Interview conducted on February 18, 2015 in Nairobi, Kenya.  
 
South Sudanese political activists from the Nuer ethnic group. Interview conducted on 

February 18, 2015 in Nairobi, Kenya. 
 
International NGO Representative. Interview conducted on March 3, 2015 in Addis 

Ababa. 
 
International NGO Representative. Interview conducted on March 15, 2015 in Addis 

Ababa, Ethiopia. 
 
South Sudanese Diplomat. Interview conducted on March 19, 2015 in Addis Ababa, 

Ethiopia.  



	

	 374	

 
SPLM-IO Delegate. Interview conducted on March 28, 2015 in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia.  
 
African Diplomat. Interview conducted on April 1, 2015 in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. 
 
South Sudan Researcher. Interview conducted on September 1, 2016 in Addis Ababa, 

Ethiopia. 
 
South Sudan Analyst. Interview conducted on September 20, 2016 in Addis Ababa, 

Ethiopia. 
 
African Union Official. Interview conducted on October 1, 2016 in Addis Ababa, 

Ethiopia. 
 
South Sudanese Activist from the Shilluk Ethnic Group. Interview conducted on October 

5, 2016 in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. 
 
South Sudan Analyst. Interview conducted on October 25, 2016 in Addis Ababa, 

Ethiopia. 
 
South Sudan Senior Analyst. Interview conducted on April 3, 2019 by telephone from 

Montreal, Canada. 
 
South Sudan Senior Researcher. Interview conducted on May 10, 2019 by telephone from 

Montreal, Canada. 
 
South Sudan Researcher. Interview conducted on May 21, 2019 by telephone from 

Montreal, Canada. 
	

 
 
 
 
 
 
 


